
POOR LEGIBILITY 

ONE OR MORE PAGES IN THIS DOCUMENT ARE DIFFICULT TO READ 
DUE TO THE QUALITY OF THE ORIGINAL 

G:\SCANNING DEPT\Forms etc\Target Sheets\Poor Legibility Targetdoc 



V 

CITY OF MOUNTAIN VIEW 

INITIAL STUDY 
(ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT) 

City of Mountain View/Classic Communities Residential 
185 Fairchild Avenue/180 Evandale Avenue 

August 2005 

Prepared By: 
City of Mountain View 

Community Development Department 
500 Castro Street 
Post Office Box 7540 

Mountain View, California 94039-7540 

Prepared For: 

City of Mountain View 

Community Development Department 
500 Castro Street 
Post Office Box 7540 
Mountain View, California 94039-7540 
(650) 903-6306 

Contact: Peter Gilli, Deputy Zoning Administrator 

This statement is prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

r~ • 
I. Introduction 2 

II. Environmental Checklist and Discussion of Potential Effects 5 
A. Land Use and Planning 7 

B. Population and Housing g 
C. Transportation / Traffic 9 

D. Noise j j 
E. Air Quality 
F. Hydrology and Water Quality 19 
G. Geology & Soils 22 
H. Biology 25 
I. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 29 
J. Public Services •. 33 
K. Utilities and Services 34 

L. Recreation 3g 
M. Aesthetics 37 
N. Cultural Resources 3g 
O. Mineral Resources 3 9  

P. Agricultural Resources 40 

HI. Mandatory Findings 41 

IV. Determination ; 41 

V. List of Data Sources 42 

FIGURES 

1 Location Map 3 
2 Site Plan 4 

TABLES 
j 

1. General Plan Noise Standards for Residential and Open Space Uses 13 
2. Noise Levels at the Site 14 
3. Tree Survey 27 

APPNDICIES 

A. Noise Report 
B. Geotechnical Report 
C. Phase I and Phase II Environmental Site Assessment 

Classic Communities Residential Project Initial Study 
August 22, 2005 Page ii 



I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Project Title and Address: 

Classic Communities Residential Project 
185 Fairchild Avenue 
Mountain View, California 

B. Lead Agency Name and Address: 

City of Mountain View 
Community Development Department 
500 Castro Street 
Mountain View, California 94039 

C. Contact Person and Phone Number: 

Peter Gilli, AICP, Deputy Zoning Administrator 
City of Mountain View 
Community Development Department 
(650) 903-6306 

D. Project Sponsor's Names and Addresses: 

Classic Communities 
1068 East Meadow Circle 
Palo Alto, California 94303 

City of Mountain View 
500 Castro Street 
Mountain View, California 94039 

E. General Plan Designation and Zoning: 

General Plan: Medium High Density Residential (26-35 du/acre) 
Zoning: Evandale Area Precise Plan P(32) 

F. Project Description: 

The applicant. Classic Communities, proposes to demolish the vacated Lucky U Motel and 
construct 35 single-family attached and detached residential units at 185 Fairchild Avenue/180 
Evandale Avenue (the site has dual frontage). The 2.25-acre site (BKF Engineers, Tentative Map 
dated 5-3-05), consisting of two parcels has a slope of less than two percent and has access off 
both Evandale and Fairchild Avenues. The General Plan designation for the site is Medium-High 
Density Residential (26-35 dwelling units per acre (du/ac)) and the zoning is Evandale Area 
Precise Plan-Area B, which prescribes residential use of the land. 

Eighteen paired units are proposed and 17 detached units are proposed. Both housing types, paired 
and detached, are proposed to be three-story. The housing would be constructed in four rows 
traversing east to west on the site. The paired units would be accessed off one 24 ft. wide curb cut 
along Fairchild Avenue and the single-family detached units would be accessed from Evandale 
Avenue via one 24 ft. wide curb cut. 
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Housing Product Total Sq. Ft. Living Area (sq. ft.) Garage (sq. ft.) 
Detached (17 du) 1,933 1,533 400 
Paired Units (18 du) 1,925 1,525 400 

For CEQA purposes, this environmental document will analyze the development potential of 
40 units on the project site. 

G. Location of Project: 

The project site is located on the southern side of Fairchild Avenue mid-block between 
Tyrella Avenue and North Whisman Road. The 2.23-acre site is currently developed with 
the vacated Lucky U motel. The Lucky U derives its access off Fairchild Avenue. 
Approximately one third of the site is vacant and this portion of the site fronts Evandale 
Avenue. The motel is developed in a horseshoe shape with 21 single-story rooms, 10 
garages and the managers unit in the center. The manager's unit is two-story. Grass, trees, 
minor landscaping and a filled in swimming pool is located within the horseshoe. The vacant 
land behind the motel predominately consists of weeds and some fruit trees. Historical data 
indicate that the site was developed in the late 1940's and at one time supported some 
agricultural use. 

Adjacent and nearby land uses are a mix of multi- and single-family residential, office and 
Highway 101. Adjacent to the site on the east includes an apartment building and adjacent 
and west is single-family. Evandale Avenue is adjacent to and south of the site and across 
Evandale Avenue is a mix of single-and multi-family (apartments) residential. Directly north 
of the site is Fairchild Avenue and Highway 101. An office building is at the comer of 
Fairchild Avenue and North Whisman Road. A hotel is located approximately 300 feet east 
of the site and a mobile home park is approximately 400 feet west of the site. The figure on 
the next page provides the regional location of the project site. 

H. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement.) 

None. 

I. The following documents are herein incorporated by reference. 

Geotechnical Investigation Classics and Evandale Avenue Mountain View, California, Report 
No. 899-60, January 21, 2005 by Lowney Associates (Mountain View Office). 

Charles M. Salter, Associates-Acoustical Consultants, letter June 29, 2005. 

Barrie D. Coate, Associates Horticultural Consultants, Job #04-04-052, April 13 and May 6, 
2004. 

Phase I and Screening Level Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, 2.26-Acre Lucky U 
Motel Property 185 Fairchild Drive Mountain View, CA., Geotrans Project #: 4960.019.01, 
Geotrans, Inc., April 13, 2004. 
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Figure 1 
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Figure 2 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

• Aesthetics • • Agriculture Resources X Air Quality 

X Biological Resources • Cultural Resources X Geology/Soils 

X Hazards & Hazardous • Hydrology / Water • Land Use / Planning 
Materials Quality 

• Mineral Resources X Noise • Population / Housing 

• Public Services • Recreation • Transportation/Traffic 

• Utilities / Service Systems • Mandatory Findings of Significance 

II. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

This section includes the Environmental Checklist required by the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA), an explanation of responses made to questions on the checklist, mitigation measures 
necessary to reduce impacts to less than significant levels, and a finding as to the significance of each 
potentially adverse impact after mitigation. 

1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately 
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each 
question. A No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources 
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls 
outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on 
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive 
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as 
operational impacts. 

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant 
with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is -
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially 
Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 

4) Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" 
to a Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and 
briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures 
from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-referenced). 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 
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15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within 
the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the 
earlier analysis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures, which were incorporated or refined from the 
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources 
for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared 
or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where 
the statement is substantiated. 

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead 
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's 
environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and, 

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 
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A. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

No 
Impact 

1. Conflict with any applicable land 
use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to 
the general plan, specific plan, local 
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

• 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

Data 
Sources 

1,2 

2. 

3. 

A.l: The General Plan land use designation for the site is medium-high density residential (26-35 
du/ac). The project site is also located within the Evandale Precise Plan "Area B" which designates 
the site as residential. The Evandale Precise Plan further refines the density of Area B at a maximum 
of 20-25 du/ac for sites 2.5 acres or under. The subject site is 2.25 acres in size. The project proposes 
15.5 du/ac, which conforms with the land use designation and density designation of the site. 

Development of the project would attain several of the goals expressed in the City's General Plan 
including: Community Development (CD) Goal P, "to promote the opportunity to both live and work 
in Mountain View, Policy 42, striving for a better balance of jobs and housing units;" and 
Residential Neighborhoods Goal B Policy 2, " to encourage housing on vacant in-fill land. The City 
of Mountain View has more jobs than housing. CD Goal P acknowledges that to bring the 
jobs/housing into balance more housing needs to be built or the job growth must be reduced or both. 
Development of the site with up to 40 residential units would provide additional housing in Mountain 
View. The attached housing product could be revised to attach more than two units in sequence in 
order to accommodate 40 units on the site. 

Approximately 2/3rds of the site is developed with a motel that is not in use. The remaining 1/3 
includes open area and some fruit trees. Although the site is not vacant, per se, it is not being used 
and construction of up to 40 units on the site would implement Goal B Policy 2. 

The Evandale Precise Plan (EPP) identifies the development standards applicable to the site. The 
EPP development standards build upon the City's R3 Zoning District regulations. The R3 district 
allows for rowhouses that conform to the City's Rowhouse Design Guidelines, adopted in April of 
2005. EPP specific standards focus on the provision of open space and mitigation of freeway noise 
for public open spaces through careful site planning. 

The proposed plan by Classic Communities conforms to the densities, setbacks, heights and open 
space requirements of the City's guidelines. The proposed density is 15.5 du/ac (16 du/ac at a 40 unit 
project) and the maximum permitted density is 25 du/ac. The proposed maximum height is 35 ft. and 

Conflict with any applicable habitat [X] 
conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 

Physically divide an established ^ 
community? 

• • • 1,2,3 

• • • 1,2,3 

Classic Communities Residential Project Initial Study 
August 22, 2005 Page 7 



45 ft. is permitted. The proposed setbacks are 15 ft. (front/side/rear) and the required setback is 15 ft. 
(f/s/r). The proposed common open space is approximately 34,000 sq. ft. in the center of the site 
which provides an area for play and recreation. Private open space is provided in front and side 
setback areas (as appropriate to the unit type) and on balconies. The parking requirement for this type 
of residential unit is 2.3 spaces per unit, which the proposed plan shall meet or exceed. 

The plan does not provide a through Vehicular connection (or internal street) from Fairchild Drive to 
Evandale Avenue. This was considered acceptable since the provision of such a connection would 
have created a wider opening for freeway noise to enter the primary open space area in the middle of 
the site, violating the EPP standard to "maximize noise attenuation" to obtain "relatively quiet 
outdoor usable recreation areas." 

A.2: The subject site is not within a Habitat Conservation Plan area, nor is it identified as a 
biologically sensitive site in the City's General Plan (page 124, Mountain View General Plan). 
Additionally the site has been developed with a motel since the 1940's. 

The site was used for limited agricultural purposes between the 1930's-40's (Geotrans Phase land 
Phase II Screening Level Environmental Assessment, August 13, 2004) which appeared to be dry 
farmed grain. As noted above, approximately l/3rd of the site is an open field covered with annual 
grasses and a few fruit trees planted by the current owner. In conclusion the site is not actively used 
for farming and redevelopment of the site would not result in a loss of farmland. 

A.3: Land uses in the vicinity of the site are primarily single- and multiple-unit medium- to high-
density residential dwelling units. The addition of up to 40 residential units would contribute to the 
residential use and function of the neighborhood. 

Finding. No significant negative impacts to land use and planning would be associated with the 
project, and no mitigation is required. 

B. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

No 
Impact 

1. Induce substantial population growth 
in an area, either directly (for example, 
by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other 
infrastructure)? 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

• 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

Data 
Sources 

1,2,3,4 

Displace substantial numbers 
of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

Displace substantial numbers of 
existing housing, necessitating 
the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

1,2,3,4 

1,2,3,4 

Classic Communities Residential Project Initial Study 
August 22, 2005 Page 8 



B.l: In Mountain View, the balance of jobs to employed residents is monitored by the City and the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) for purposes of regional planning. For the period of 
1999 to 2006, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) has "allocated" 3,423 additional 
residential units to the City of Mountain View as its "fair share" of the region. This means that 
Mountain View should strive to provide at least 3,423 new residential units within this time frame. 
Other cities have different allocations. 

Between January 1, 1999 and December 2004, 1,230 units had been built in the City. Another 256 have 
recently been approved or are under construction. Another 1,450 units are in the Planning Division 
application process (including the proposed project). If all 1,450 units are approved and constructed, the 
City will have provided a total of 2,936 new residential units (85.8%) of the 3,423 allocated by ABAG. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed regional or local housing projections, but the proposed 
project would rather help the City attain its fair share of housing for the region. Therefore, no further 
review is required and no mitigation is required. 

The project site is within a developed area. Infrastructure currently serves the project area. Infill 
development of the site conforms to the lower end of the density designation prescribed in the General 
Plan and the Evandale Precise Plan. 

B.2: The motel did not provide permanent housing when it was in use. The motel is now unused and 
vacant. Therefore, the proposed project would not displace residents. The proposed project would add to 
the City s housing stock and assist in meeting the City's housing production allocation and would 
provide housing opportunities. 

B.3. 1 he site of the proposed project is currently vacant. Therefore, development of up to 40 residential 
units would not displace any existing housing or require any replacement housing. 

Finding. No significant negative impacts to population and housing would be associated with the 
project, and no mitigation is required. 

C. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC 

Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

1. Cause an increase in traffic which 
is substantial in relation to the 
existing traffic load and capacity 
of the street system (i.e. result in . 
a substantial increase in either 
the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, 
or congestion at intersections)? 

2. Exceed, either individually or 
cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

No 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

• 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

• 

• 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

• 

Data 
Sources 

5,6 
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Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

Less Than 
No Significant 

Impact Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

• 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

Data 
Sources 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

3. Result in a change in air traffic [~| 
patterns, including either an increase 
in traffic levels or a change in location 
that results in substantial safety risks? 

4. Substantially increase hazards due El • 
to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves 
or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

5. Result in inadequate emergency access?^] Q 

6. Result in inadequate parking capacity? El • 

7 . .  C o n f l i c t  w i t h  a d o p t e d  p o l i c i e s ,  p l a n s ,  £ 3  [ H  
or programs supporting alternative 
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 

C.l: Application of trip generation rates published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers , 6th 
Edition (ITE), indicates that the proposed project would generate approximately 314 daily trips, 30 
a.m. peak hour trips, and 31 p.m. peak hour trips.1 (Forty units would generate approximately 382 
daily trips). Since the proposed project itself, in absence of considering the existing use on the site, 
would generate less than 100 peak hour trips, a regional traffic analysis consistent with the Santa 
Clara Valley Transportation Authority's (VTA) Congestion Management Program (CMP) is not 
required. 

The existing traffic trips attributed to the motel use, which includes 20 rooms, and a managers unit 
(when it was occupied and in use) is credited as generating 191 traffic trips (ITE). Therefore the net 
new trips that can be attributed to the proposed project is 123 total trips, 11 trips during the a.m. peak 
hour and 12 trips during the p.m. peak hour. The addition of projected project trips (including the 
40 unit scenario) would not result in impacts to the roadways, stop sign controlled or signalized 
intersections in the project area (D. Belluomni, Traffic Engineer City of Mountain View, August 3, 
2005). 

C.2: As discussed in item C.l, the addition of traffic from the proposed project would not exceed 
the level of service standards at the study area intersections. The project would contribute less than 
one percent of the total traffic volumes at the study area intersections for both a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours. This addition of project traffic to the study area would be considered nominal when compared 
to the background traffic volumes. As indicated in the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority's (VTA) Technical Standards and Procedures, a traffic volume increase of one percent or 
less would not create a significant impact at a Congestion Management Program (CMP) intersection. 
The City's traffic engineer has reviewed the plans and indicated that project traffic would not impact 
the local roadways in the project area. Intersections and roadways are operating at free flow 
conditions and would not be impacted by the addition of project traffic (D. Belluomni, Traffic 
Engineer City of Mountain View, August 3, 2005). 

1 Trip Generation, 6th Edition, Apartment Land Use (ITE Code 220) Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 1997. 
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C.3: The nearest air field is Moffett Air Field across the U.S. Highway 101 corridor, north of the 
project site. The project site does not share direct access to the east of 101 area. The proposed 
height of the buildings, less than 35 feet, would not impact air travel to and from Moffett Air Field. 

C.4: Access to the project site is derived from both Evandale Avenue and Fairchild Drive. Project 
driveways are located in the center of the site thus providing, more than 120 feet of sight distance 
along the project frontage. Vehicular sight distances would be sufficient to meet safety 
requirements, on-site drive aisles have been designed to the City's Zoning Code standards; and turn 
radii at the on-site driveways would be sufficient for passenger cars, service vehicles (i.e., delivery 
and garbage trucks), and emergency vehicles (Peter Gilli, Deputy Zoning Administrator, August 10, 
2005). No safety hazards from improper design or unsafe materials are expected. 

C.5: As noted in C.4 above, the City's police and Fire Departments have reviewed the project plans 
and have found them adequate for emergency ingress and egress. 

C.6. The parking requirement for this type of residential unit is 2.3 spaces per unit. The proposed 
plan exceeds the minimum parking requirement by providing 2.46 spaces per unit. 

C.7. The proposed residential project would not conflict with programs supporting alternative 
transportation. There are sidewalks located along both project frontages, Evandale Avenue and 
Fairchild Drive. There is adequate area along the street frontages for bicycles and pedestrians. 

Finding. No impacts to transportation, traffic and parking are expected and no mitigation is 
required. 

D. NOISE 

Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

No 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Data 

Sources 

1. Exposure of persons to or generation 
of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

• • 13 . • 10,11,12 

2. Exposure of persons to or generation 
of excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels? 

• E • • 12 

3. A substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

• 13 • • 10,12 

4. A substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

• • 3 • 1,10 
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Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

Less Than 
No Significant 

Impact Impact 

5 For a project located within an airport 
land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area 
to excessive noise levels? 

6 For a project within the vicinity of • 
a private airstrip, would the project 
expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

• 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

• 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

Data 
Sources 

1,10 

• • 1,10 

Background 
Noise Descriptors: Noise intensity is customarily measured on a 'decibel' scale that serves as an 
index of loudness. On this scale, sounds as faint as 0 decibels are just barely audible, and only then in 
the absence of other louder sounds; intense sounds of 120-140 decibels are painful or can cause 
damage to hearing with but a brief exposure. 

Such extremes are not often encountered in commonplace environments. Residents of Mountain View 
are most frequently exposed to noise that ranges between 35 decibels and 80 decibels in intensity. The 
environmental noise level measurements made at the project site are based on the "Leq," which is a 
time average of the energy content of sound. In general, traffic noise levels fluctuate as trucks, buses, 
and platoons of automobiles pass by—sometimes by more than 20 decibels over intervals as brief as a 
few seconds. The maximum and minimum noise levels within any interval of time are therefore 
significantly higher and lower, respectively, than the Leq over the same interval. The decibel scale 
may be further understood by considering the fact that if a sound is perceived to be twice as loud as 
another otherwise similar sound, then the louder sound is approximately 10 decibels higher/ Traffic 
noise fluctuates substantially in intensity from minute to minute and varies greatly in intensity from 
day to night. A 5-decibel change is readily perceptible, a 3-decibel change is barely perceptible, 
and a 1-decibel change is generally unnoticeable. 

Noise that occurs at night is thought to be more significant in environmental effect than daytime noise. 
The "DNL" is a 24-hour average of the hourly L^s that incorporates a 10-decibel penalty for noise that 
is emitted between 10 PM and 7 AM. The DNL is commonly used to characterize community noise 
exposures. 

Regulatory Framework: Noise standards are addressed in the City of Mountain View General Plan, 
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations (for new multifamily residential developments) and the 
Uniform Building Code. Noise guidelines and objectives are addressed in the Evandale precise Plan. 

The 1992 City of Mountain View General Plan contains noise standards for various land uses. For 
residential uses, the exterior and interior noise standards are shown below. 
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TABLE 1 
GENERAL PLAN NOISE STANDARDS FOR RESIDENTIAL/OPEN SPACE USES DNL 

Residential 
Normally Conditionally Potentially Normally -v i v^uuauj i^urmaiiy 

Standard Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable 
Exterior Standards <55 55 to 65 65 to 75 +75 
Interior Standards <45 45 to 50 50 to 75 +75 
„ Open Space 
Exterior <55 55 to 65 65 to 75 +75 
SOURCE: City of Mountain View General Plan, 1992. 

Title 24, implemented through the building permit process includes requirements for the construction 
of new dwellings other than detached single-family dwellings, hotels, motels and apartment houses that 
are intended to limit the extent of noise transmitted into habitable spaces.2 For limiting noise from 
exterior sources, the noise insulation standards set forth an interior standard of DNL 45 dBA in any 
habitable room and, where such units are proposed in areas subject to noise levels greater than 
DNL 60 dBA, an acoustical analysis is required demonstrating how dwelling units have been designed 
to meet this interior standard. If the interior noise level depends upon windows being closed, the 
design for the structure must also specify ventilation or air-conditioning system to provide a habitable 
interior environment. The Uniform Building Code is enforced by the Building Inspection Division of 
the City s Community Development Department. The Building Department ensures that any measures 
that are specified in the Code-required acoustical study are implemented prior to issuance of a 
building permit. Title 24 would be applicable to the . two rows of the attached housing product 
fronting Fairchild Avenue. 

The City s construction noise ordinance would be applicable to future construction at the project site. 
Basically, it specifies that construction activities should not normally occur after 6 PM or before 7 ' 
AM, or on weekends. The City's stationary equipment noise ordinance states that any equipment noise 
received at any location on an adjacent residential property shall not exceed 55 decibels during the day 
or 50 decibels at night. 

The Evandale Precise Plan (EPP) addresses noise in the project area. Specifically the EPP states that 
noise attenuation shall be an important consideration in the site and architectural design of all projects 
Noise levels no greater than 45 dBA interior and 55 dBA exterior are encouraged to the maximum 
extent feasible. Buildings, open space, parking, and landscaping shall be arranged in such a way as to 
maximize noise attenuation and to obtain a relatively quiet outdoor usable recreation areas associated 
with as many units as possible. 

Noise Sensitive Land Uses: Residential land uses, schools and convalescent hospitals are typically 
considered noise sensitive land uses. 

Recent Noise Measurements on the Project Site: The primary source of noise that influences the 
ambient noise environment at the project site is traffic traveling on U.S. Highway 101 and to a lesser 
extent intermittent aircraft flyovers associated with Moffett Field. Two 24-hour and three short-term 
(15 minute) noise measurements were taken at the site on April 22, 2004 (Charles M. Salter, 
Associates letter June 29, 2005). One 24-hour measurement was taken 55 ft. south of the centerline of 
Fairchild Avenue and the second was taken 35 ft. north of the Evandale Avenue centerline (See 
Appendix A for the Noise Report). 

2 
California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2, Appendix Chapters 12 and 12A. 
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TABLE 2 
EXISTING AND ESTIMATED FUTURE NOISE AT PROJECT SITE 

Location Existing DNL Future Projected DNL 
Fairchild Avenue 69 dBA 70 dBA 
Evandale Avenue 64 dBA 65 dBA 

Noise varies approximately five decibels across (north to south) the site. The Fairchild frontage, 69 
dBA, experiences the most noise impacts due to its proximity to U.S. Highway 101. Noise attenuates 
to 64 dBA at the Evandale frontage largely due to its increased distance (320 feet) from the Fairchild 
Avenue frontage, which is closest to the noise source. Buildings 28-35 would experience the most 
severe noise impacts due to their proximity to U.S. 101. Noise levels at buildings 28-35 would 
increase approximately 2 dB at the second story and 5 db at the third story (i.e., 71 and 74 dB). The 
U.S. 101 soundwall becomes less effective as a noise barrier on the second and third stories of the 
buildings. Buildings 18-27 would experience similar noise impacts but to a lesser extent due to the 
shielding that buildings 28-35 would provide. The proposed open space area would experience 62-64 
dB if the project were built as shown on the site plan. Noise would be attenuated in the center of the 
site largely due to the noise shielding that would be provided by proposed buildings 27-35 (the two 
rows of attached units). Passive outdoor open space would be 62-62 dBA. Future noise levels are 
projected to increase 1 dB and are based upon Caltrans data that indicate U.S. 101 traffic is anticipated 
to increase three percent per year over the next 10 years. 

The building envelope, assuming closed doors and windows, would be expected to attenuate interior 
noise levels 15-20 dB. This attenuation, although beneficial, would still result in an interior noise 
environment above the 45 dB standard for buildings 28-35. Building envelope noise attenuation is also 
predicated upon closed doors and windows, therefore, introducing the need for alternative ventilation 
and cooling (HVAC) of the buildings. HVAC units would introduce an additional source of noise on 
the project site. 

Analysis 

Compatibility of Site for Proposed Uses 

Impact D.l: The project would introduce sensitive receptors into an existing noise environment that 
exceeds the exterior standards contained in the General Plan. Absent noise insulating features, Title 24 
interior standards would also not be achieved. Without mitigation, this would be a significant impact. 
The proposed project would expose project occupants in buildings 28-35 to noise that is identified as 
"Potentially Unacceptable" (existing conditions) and "Normally Unacceptable" (future conditions) as 
identified in the City's General Plan. Occupants in Buildings 1-17 would be exposed to a 
"Conditionally Acceptable" noise environment. Open space uses would be exposed to a 
"Conditionally Acceptable" noise environment. 

Mitigation Measure D-l:.The following measure would reduce Impact D-l to a level of 
insignificance. 

D-l (a): A detailed site specific acoustical analysis shall be prepared and submitted as a part of the 
construction documents and shall confirm that measures have been taken to achieve an interior 
ambient noise level of 45 dB in all habitable rooms of buildings 1-35, (or buildings 1-40) which 
includes the single-family detached product. Exterior facades of buildings 18-35 will require sound 
rating based upon the Charles Salter Noise report (June 29, 2005). 

D-l (b): HVAC equipment shall be placed and include noise shielding so as not to increase the noise 
environment in the open space area in the center of the site. The open space area shall continue to be at 
64 dB or less. HVAC equipment shall also be placed and include noise shielding, as identified by the 
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City's Municipal Code, so as not- to impact adjacent land uses at the property lines. The City's 
stationary equipment noise ordinance states that any equipment noise received at any location on an 
adjacent residential property shall not exceed 55 decibels during the day or 50 decibels at night. 

ImPact D-l.A: The Evandale Precise Plan calls for buildings, open space, parking, and landscaping to 
be "arranged in such a way as to maximize noise attenuation and to obtain a relatively quiet outdoor 
usable recreation areas associated with as many units as possible." The Plan also states that noise 
attenuation shall be an important consideration in the site and architectural design of all projects. 

Mitigation Measure D-1.A: The proposed project shall provide a 'noise masking' features, such as 
water features in the common open space area to provide psychological softening of the freeway noise 
in addition to one of the following: 

• The proposed project could be redesigned to attach more units of the first two rows of housing. 
Attaching more of the units (such as, triplex, fourplex, fiveplex, or a complete row of attached 
housing configurations) would attenuate noise to the open space by completely blocking line of 
sight of the soundwall to the open space area, and would achieve additional density as identified 
in the Evandale Precise Plan, OR 

• The applicant shall study the benefit of solid sound walls located in between paired unit 
buildings to provide better noise attenuation for the common open space area. If walls of 
reasonable height and cost are found to provide reduced noise levels in the common open space 
area, then such walls will be required as a mitigation measure. 

Impact D-2. Although construction activities would occur only during daytime hours, 
construction noise would still be disruptive to residents and local businesses. 

The proposed use would not significantly increase noise levels on a permanent basis; however, 
construction activities may temporarily affect neighboring properties. For non-impact construction 
equipment, noise levels generally range from between 85 and 89 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the 
equipment (EPA, 1971). Assuming an attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance, construction 
noise of 89 dBA at a distance of 50 feet could result in noise levels of 83 dBA at a distance of 100 feet, 
the approximate distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. 

Mitigation Measure D-2. To reduce this impact to less than significant levels, the following measures 
are required: 

• Construction contractors shall comply with the construction hour restrictions of the City of 
Mountain View's Noise ordinance. 

• Construction contractors shall utilize best management practices for noise reduction, including 
muffling and shielding intakes and exhausts, shrouding or shielding impact tools, and using 
electric powered rather than diesel powered construction equipment to the extent feasible. 

• Stationary noise sources shall be located as far from sensitive receptors as possible, and they 
shall be muffled and enclosed within temporary sheds, and shall incorporate insulation 
barriers, or other measures to the extent feasible. 

• Prior to the start of construction the applicant shall provide written notification to all the 
residential and commercial neighbors within 500 feet of the property of the limitation of hours 
set by this mitigation, provide the name and telephone number of an individual who is 
empowered by the applicant to take corrective measures to reduce the noise complaints. The 
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name and phone number of this individual shall also be posted in on the property in a location 
where it is easily read by the public, indicating the individual's responsibility and availability. 
This individual will provide weekly reports to the City of Mountain View's Zoning Officer of 
all the noise complaints received and all actions taken to prevent any reoccurrences. 

Given the temporary nature of construction noise, the above measures would mitigate this impact to a 
less than significant level. 

D.3: The subject property is not located near a railway or industrial land use that would be expected to 
cause excessive noise and vibration. Big rig trucks may occasionally pass-by on U.S. 101 and may 
cause infrequent vibration. This impact is considered less than significant. 

D.4: The proposed project would not increase noise levels in the project area or vicinity as a result of 
operational activities. Traffic volumes associated with the project would have to double in order to 
result in a barely perceptible (3 dB) increase in noise levels. 

D.5: The project is not located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan or within two 
miles of a public airport. No impact. 

D.6: The project is located near the Moffett Airfield. Noise impacts from Moffett Airfield are 
secondary to the noise impacts from U.S. 101. The acoustical analysis required in D.l, above, would 
reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 

Finding. Implementation of the mitigation measures listed above will reduce potential noise impacts 
to less than significant levels. 

E. AIR QUALITY 

Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

Less Than 
No Significant 

Impact Impact 

Less Than 
Significant Potentially 

With Significant Data 
Mitigation Impact Sources 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. 

1. Conflict with or obstruct implement • • [3 CD 13,14 
-ation of applicable air quality plan 

2. Violate any air quality standard or CD E3 ' CD CH 13,14 
contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality 
violation? 
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Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

No 
Impact 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Result in a cumulatively considerable £ 
net increase of any criteria pollutant 
for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions 
which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Create objectionable odors affecting 
a substantial number of people? 

• 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

• 

• 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

• 

12 

• 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

• 

• 

Data 
Sources 

13,14 

13,14 

13,14 

Background 

The proposed project is located within the San Francisco Air Basin. The San Francisco Bay Area Air 
Basin has a history of recorded violations of federal and State ambient air quality standards for ozone, 
CO, and particulate matter. Since the early 1970s, substantial progress has been made toward 
controlling these pollutants. Although the region has made considerable progress to meet the 
standards, violations of ambient air quality standards for particulate matter and ozone still occur. 
Reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) are regulated pollutants, because they are 
precursors to ozone formation. A subset of particulate matter is regulated as inhalable particulate 
matter less than ten microns in diameter (PM10). 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) generally does not recommend a 
detailed air quality analysis for projects generating less than 2,000 vehicle trips per day as projects of 
this size are not expected to generate criteria pollutant emissions more than the 80 pounds per day 
significance thresholds recommended by the district. The proposed development of 35 residential 
units would generate an average of 314 trips per day. (The 40-unit scenario would generate an average 
of 382 trips per day). This means that emissions caused by vehicle trips associated with the project 
would not create criteria pollutant emissions greater than the BAAQMD's thresholds of significance. 
Therefore project emissions would not lead to or contribute to an existing air quality violation. 

Analysis 

Comment to E.l, 2 & 3: Construction and operation at the project site could result in air quality 
impacts that would contribute to existing particulate matter and ozone violations in the region. 
During the construction period, activities such as excavation and grading operations, construction 
vehicle traffic on unpaved areas and wind blowing over exposed earth could generate fugitive dust 
emissions that may affect local air quality. For construction-phase impacts, the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD), the regulatory agency managing air quality in the San Francisco 
Bay Area Air Basin, recommends that impact significance be determined based on a consideration of 
the control measures to be implemented. 

Construction activities would also result in the emission of other criteria pollutants from equipment 
exhaust, construction-related vehicular activity and construction worker automobile trips during the 
construction of future residential development. Emission levels for construction activities would vary 
depending on the number and type of equipment, duration of use, operation schedules, and the 
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number of construction workers. Operation of construction equipment and travel by construction 
employees would generate exhaust emissions. Solvents in products used in construction, such as 
adhesives, non-water based paints, thinners, some insulating materials and caulking materials, would 
evaporate into the atmosphere and would participate in the photochemical reaction that causes ozone. 
Asphalt paving is also a source of ROG emissions. Criteria pollutant emissions of ROG and nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) from these emission sources would incrementally add to the regional atmospheric 
loading of ozone precursors during construction activities. However, emissions of CO and ozone 
precursors (ROG and NOx) from exhaust and other construction activities are included by the 
BAAQMD in the emission inventory that is the basis for regional air quality planning, and the 
BAAQMD does not consider these emissions to impede attainment or maintenance of ambient air 
quality standards. Therefore, equipment emissions during construction of future residential 
development are not expected to impede attainment or maintenance of ozone standards in the Bay 
Area. This impact would therefore be less than significant. 

Once the 35 (or 40) unit project is operational, air quality impacts from development of the project 
site would result primarily from increase in vehicular trips by future residents. The proposed 35 unit 
project would generate approximately 314 daily vehicle trips (or 382 daily vehicle trips for 40 units). 
According to the BAAQMD screening criteria, projects generating less than 2,000 vehicle trips per 
day would not be required to conduct a detailed air quality analysis as their associated emissions 
would be well below the BAAQMD significance thresholds of 80 pounds per day for ROG, NOx and 
PMIQ. Since the proposed residential development would generate trips well below the BAAQMD's 
screening threshold, impacts of the project to regional air quality would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure E.l-1: Construction air quality impacts can be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level through application of the following mitigation measures. 

• Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. Watering should be sufficient to 
prevent airborne dust from leaving the site. Increased watering frequency may be necessary 
whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour. Reclaimed water should be used whenever 
possible. Watering shall be conducted in consult with the geotechnical consultant for the 
project and in conformance with the Lowney Geotechnical Report discussed in the Geology 
and Soils Section of this document. 

• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to maintain 
at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., the minimum required space between the top of the load 
and the top of the trailer). 

• Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved 
access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites. 

• Sweep streets (with water sweepers using reclaimed water if possible) at the end of each day 
if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent paved roads. 

• Suspend dust-producing activities during periods of high winds (25 miles per hour) when 
dust control measures are unable to avoid visible dust plumes. 

• During the dry season (May-October) provide equipment and staffing for watering of all 
exposed or disturbed soil surfaces at least twice daily, including weekends and holidays. 

• Require daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the site. 
• For any fine materials transported by truck and stockpiles of fine materials, cover or wet 

down to control dust. 
• Limit unnecessary idling of construction equipment. 
• Initiate landscaping and revegetation as soon as construction tasks allow, in order to limit 

wind erosion. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure E.l-1, construction of future residential development 
would not be expected to violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air 
quality violation in the project vicinity. 
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constructi°n activities could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, 
principally PM-10, from fugitive dust sources. Sensitive receptors are located north, south and east of 
the project site. However, with the implementation of a dust abatement program (Mitigation 
Measure E-l), this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. Operationally, motor 
vehicles would be the primary source of local pollutant emissions that could affect sensitive receptors. 
Carbon monoxide emissions from the project related traffic is expected to be well below the screening 
threshold of 550 pounds per day recommended by the air district. Therefore this would be a less than, 
significant impact. 

E.5: The proposed project would not have any potential to create objectionable odors. 

Finding. Implementation of the mitigation measures listed above would reduce potential air quality 
impacts to less than significant levels. 

F. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

1. Violate any water quality standards 
or waste discharge requirements? 

Substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge such that 
there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level 
which would not support existing 
land uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted)? 

Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation 
on-or off-site? 

Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding 
on-or off-site? 

No 
Impact 

• 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

• 

• 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

• 

Data 
Sources 

1,15 

1,8,15 

• • • 1,15 

• • • 1,15 
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Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

No 
Impact 

5. Create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources 
of polluted runoff? 

6. Otherwise substantially degrade 
water quality? 

7. Place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood 
hazard delineation map? 

8. Place within a 100-year flood hazard 
area structures which would impede 
or redirect flood flows? 

9. Expose people or structures to a [3. 
significant  r isk of  loss,  injury or  death 1 

involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

10. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, ^ 
or mudflow? 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

. •  

. •  

• 

• 

• 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

• x 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

Data 
Sources 

1,15,18 

• 1,15,18 

• 16 

.• 16 

, • 8,15,16 

• 17 

F.l: Existing groundwater in the project vicinity is contaminated with TCE and this is discussed in 
the Hazards Section of this report. The project would not exacerbate the existing conditions and the 
project as mitigated in the Hazards section would represent an improvement over existing conditions. 

F.2: The proposed project does not have the potential to alter the amount of groundwater by direct 
additions or withdrawals. Contracts with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission supply the 
City with approximately 90 percent of its water and the remaining water supply is from underground 
wells (Turner 2005). The proposed project would have a less than significant impact on groundwater. 

F.3: Approximately 50% of the site is developed with structures and paving. Additional 
development would increase the amount of impervious surface (roofs, parking lots, walkways) in the 
area and the amount of surface runoff. Based on review of the site plan, the project would retain 35 
percent of the site for landscaping/open space in conformance with the Row House Guidelines 
adopted by the City (April, 2005). 

Grading activities associated with the construction of the building pads and foundations could alter 
existing surface and/or subsurface drainage patterns. To address potential drainage impacts, the 
construction contractor would be required to abide by standard City practices for grading. A grading 
plan is required as a component of the application process for building permits. City practices assure 
that final grading of the site achieves positive surface and subsurface drainage in the same direction 
as existing natural drainage. With the implementation of these standard practices, no drainage or 
surface water runoff impacts are expected. Additionally, the geotechnical report prepared for and 
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submitted with the project application contains specific measures for ground- and surface-water 
conveyance (See the Geology and Soils discussion in Section G, below). 

F.4. The project site is served with existing curb, gutter, and storm drain lines along Evandale and 
Fairchild Avenues. Therefore, groundwater quality will not be affected by infiltration of storm water 
run off. . 

F.5: A major source of water quality deterioration is "non-point source" pollution, which results 
from urban runoff. Urban runoff is typically contaminated by oil and grease from parking areas and 
roads, sediments from construction related activities, pesticides and fertilizers from landscaping, and 
lead or other heavy metals from automobiles. 

Construction activities may contribute to the contamination of surface runoff and groundwater. 
Contamination can be reduced to less than significant levels by following the City's Best 
Management Practices as required for grading impacts (see discussion under item G.4). The project 
would be required to adhere to the City's adopted Best Management Practices for construction sites as 
required by Mountain View Municipal Code Section 35.32.10 (T). Best management practices are 
cost-effective practices which comply with storm water discharge regulations and are accepted by the 
City of Mountain View and the Santa Clara Valley nonpoint source discharge program for 
minimizing discharges of polluted water or industrial waste to the storm or sanitary sewer system 
thereby protecting water quality in streams, the groundwater basin, and the bay. Adherence to 
existing regulations will result in no significant water quality impacts. 

F.7 & 8: The Federal Emergency Management Agency's (FEMA) 1988 Flood Insurance Rate Map 
indicates that the project site is outside of the 100-year flood hazard zone (Flood Zone X panel # 
060347-004E 6/19/97). Therefore, development of the project would not place its residents within a 
100-year Flood Hazard Area. 

F.9: There are no levees or dams within the vicinity of the project site. No impact. 

F.10: Tsunami studies have been conducted, for the coast of California from the south up to San 
Francisco, To date, there has been no published evacuation planning maps or inundation studies for 
inside the San Francisco Bay. The tsunami evacuation planning maps provided on the ABAG site are 
for the ocean side of San Francisco and San Mateo counties only (from Lincoln Park to San 
Gregorio) are based on modeling of potential earthquake sources and hypothetical extreme undersea, 
near-shore landslide sources. The maximum run-up to a specific contour was determined to be 
reasonable. This contour is 12.8 meters (42 feet) in these two counties. These maps were produced by 
the Office of Emergency Services (OES) and are intended for local jurisdictional, coastal evacuation 
planning uses only. 

There are no modeling or published scientific studies with respect to the attenuation of such an event 
within the San Francisco Bay. Unpublished data provided at a seminar on Tsunami Planning given at 
California State Training Institute by OES in 2005 stated that initial tidal data from previous events 
with a Tsunami wave of 12.8 meters (42 feet) at the Golden Gate, attenuation of that wave inside the 
bay might be as high as .5 the wave height at Alameda and . 1 at San Pablo Bay and Alviso the remote 
ends of the bay. If that were the case the expected raise in water level might be expected to be 4 to 6 
feet in the southern part of the bay in the Mountain View area. 

Finding. No significant hydrology impacts are expected and no mitigation is required. 
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G. GEOLOGY & SOILS 

Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

1 .  

2. 

4. 

5. 

Expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects, 
including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

No 
Impact 

• 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake 
fault, as delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or 
based oh other substantial evidence 

of a known fault? Refer to Division 
of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

i i )  S e i s m i c - r e l a t e d  g r o u n d  f a i l u r e ,  
including liquefaction? 

13 

iv) Landslides? 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Result in substantial soil erosion or 
the loss of topsoil? 

Be located on a geologic unit or soil 
that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse? 

Be located on expansive soil, as • 
defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life 
or property? 

Have soils incapable of adequately O 
supporting the use of septic tanks 
or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of wastewater? 

• 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Potentially 
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Impact 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Data 
Sources 
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15 
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Background 
A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the proposed project, Geotechnical Investigation 
Classics and Evandale Avenue Mountain View, California, Report No. 899-60, January 21, 2005 by 
Lowney Associates (Geotechnical Report). The Geotechnical Report is summarized in the following 
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text and incorporated herein by reference. All recommendations of The Geotechnical Report shall be 
incorporated into the project as mitigation measures. 

Lowney Associates performed three subsurface drillings, two cone penetration tests and retrieval of 
soil for visual observation and laboratory testing. The site is relatively flat and does contain an 
approximate two foot high mound of undocumented fill along the Evandale (southern) frontage. The 
major findings of the Geotechnical Report are that the proposed development could be constructed as 
proposed provided that the recommendations contained in the Geotechnical Report are incorporated 
into the project design. The primary geotechnical concerns on the site are the presence of expansive 
soils, undocumented fill, potentially liquefiable sand and silt layers and a relatively shallow ground 
water table. 

The undocumented fill consists of medium to stiff silt and below the fill stiff to very stiff clay is 
evident to approximately 45 feet below ground surface (bgs). Borings in the northern portion of the 
site found medium dense clay over dense sand to a depth of about 24 ft. bgs. Stiff silt was 
encountered at 46 ft. to the maximum exploration depth of 50 ft. bgs. Plasticity tests performed 
indicate that the soil exhibits moderate plasticity and expansion potential. Free groundwater was 
encountered 7.5 to 10 ft. bgs. The California Geological Survey mapping indicates that groundwater 
is typically found at 5 ft. bgs on the site. Fluctuations in groundwater are a result of variations in 
rainwater and perched water conditions. The Geotechnical Report used a design ground water of 5 ft. 
bgs for the liquefaction analysis. 

Mitigation measures are identified in the Geologic Report that addresses all aspects of site 
preparation, grading, design, construction, construction observation and finishing work. 

Analysis: 

G.l.i: The project site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone3, as defined by the 
California State Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG). In addition, 
no active or potentially active faults exist on, or in the immediate vicinity of the site4. The City of 
Mountain View is situated about six miles east of the San Andreas Fault and ten miles west of the 
Hayward Fault. As the project site is not located on an active or potentially active fault, it is highly 
unlikely that the project would expose people to fault rupture and the impact is considered less than 
significant. 

Impact G.l.ii: The proposed project is located in the San Francisco Bay Area, a region of intense 
seismic activity. Recent studies by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) indicate that there is 
a 62 percent likelihood of occurrence of a Richter magnitude 6.7. or greater earthquake in the Bay 
Area in the next 30 years. An earthquake occurring on either the San Andreas or Hayward faults 
could result in severe ground shaking and seismic settlement in Mountain View. To address potential 
impacts from seismic activity, the City requires soils reports for all new buildings to identify 
construction techniques necessary to comply with the earthquake protection standards in the Uniform 
Building Code. 

Mitigation Measure G.l.ii: The Geotechnical Report (p 8) states that the site is underlain by alluvial 
soils extending to depths on the order of 500 ft. and corresponding to a 2001 California Building 

A1r:-rn0l° 201168 deilg?ate most likely t0 exPerience fault rupture, although surface fault rupture is not necessarily 
restricted to those specifically zoned areas. 

4 An active fault is defined by the State of California as a fault that has had surface displacement within Holocene time 
(approximately within the last 10,000 years). A potentially active fault is defined as a fault that has shown evidence of 
surface displacement during the Quaternary (last 1.6 million years), unless direct geologic evidence demonstrates inactivity 
for all of the Holocene or longer. This definition does not mean that faults lacking evidence of surface displacement are 
necessarily inactiove. Sufficiently active is also used to describe a fault if there is some evidence that Holocene displacement 
occurred on one or more of its segments. (Hart, 1997). 
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Code (CBC) stiff soil profile. The site work shall be designed to the specifications of Chapter 16 of 
the 2001 CBC using the. Table 4 information. Implementation of this mitigation measure would 
reduce the potential impact to a less than significant level. 

Impact G.l iii: The Geotechnical Report states that some of the sand and silt layers could liquefy 
and cause differential settlement to the foundations. Differential settlement could range from 0.25 
inches to 0.50 inches. 

Mitigation Measure G.lJii: Foundations shall be designed to accommodate additional movement. 
Pages 15-18 of the Geotechnical Report state that storm water management, surface drainage and 
landscaping. In particular, historic high water is recorded at 5 ft. bgs. The Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB) requires a minimum of 10 ft. be maintained between seasonal high ground 
water and the bottom of any filtration facility. This requirement cannot be met, therefore infiltration 
facilities would require pre-treatment of pavement run-off water, and potentially roof run off water 
prior to entering any infiltration facilities. Due to the low infiltration rate and the regulatory 
restrictions, significant infiltration of storm water may not be feasible as a part of a storm water 
retention/detention program. Due to the moderate plasticity of the soils it is required that surface 
water infiltration adjacent to foundations and pavements (including sidewalks) are restricted. Bio-
swales in conjunction with site storm drainage may be used adjacent to pavements provided that 
pavement cut-offs are incorporated in the civil plans. 

The near-surface soils are moderately expansive. Therefore, landscaping shall be restricted within 
three feet of structures, slabs on grade and pavements (including sidewalks) shall not be permitted. 
Water shall not be permitted to pond near building foundations, slabs on grade, and pavements, 
including sidewalks. 

Project plans shall include a landscape plan that incorporates the Geotechnical Report's 
recommendations prior to issuance of construction or building permits for the site. Lowney 
Associates shall prepare a letter to the City indicating the landscape plan reflects the 
recommendations of the Geotechnical Report prior to issuance of building permits. Additionally, 
Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&R's) for the project shall be prepared and shall include 
as an exhibit the approved landscape plan and the findings of the Geotechnical Report, including 
identification of the expansive soils and landscape restrictions near building foundations. The 
CC&R's shall be reviewed and approved by the City Planning Department, the City Attorney prior to 
issuance of any building or construction permits for the project. Lowney Associates shall review the 
any CC&R's that relate to landscaping and irrigation restrictions. A qualified geotechnical consultant 
shall be present on the site and monitor all grading and construction activities grading as identified in 
the Geotechnical Report. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the potential 
impact to a less than significant level. 

G.l. iv: The project site is on a relatively flat parcel and is not adjacent to any steep slopes. Based 
on the location of the site and its surrounding areas, there is no chance of exposing people and 
property to landslides or mudslides. 

G.l.v: The findings of the Geologic Report indicate that the on site soils are corrosive to ductile/cast 
iron, steel and dielectic coated steel. 

Mitigation Measure G.l.v: The measures identified in the Geologic Report address coating and 
cathodic protection. Underground pipelines shall be electrically isolated from above grade structures, 
reinforced concrete structures and copper lines in-order to avoid galvanic corrosion problems. 
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G.2: Soil exposed by grading and construction activities could be subject to erosion by heavy winds 
or rain. During construction of new buildings there is a potential for wind erosion and introduction of 
particulate matter into the atmosphere, changes in topography, and unstable soil conditions. A City 
standard condition of approval of new development is compliance with the City's Best Management 
Practices for construction. These practices include watering during grading activities and cleaning 
dust and debris associated with the project from adjacent streets as noted in the Santa Clara Valley 
Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program's-document entitled "Blueprint for a Clean Bay". 

Impact G.3 & 4: The Geologic Report states that the site has a potential for liquefaction and that 
soils have a moderate plasticity and expansion potential. 

Mitigation Measure G.3 & 4: All the recommendations and suggestions of the Geotechnical Report 
shall be incorporated into project design, including landscaping, site preparation and construction. 

G.5: Infrastructure is in place to remove wastewater from the site. There are no significant impacts 
anticipated with removal of wastewater from the site. 

Finding. Implementation of the above identified mitigation measures would reduce geologic and 
soils impacts to a less than significant levels. Note: The City requires as a matter of building permit 
review and approval a project level soils report(s) and compliance with Best Management Practices. 
The above identified mitigation measures reinforce this requirement and add the requirement for a 
compliant landscape plan, CC&R's and disclosures that address and regulate the unique site 
conditions. 

either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

2. Have a substantial adverse effect B ' • • • 1,7 
on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, 
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Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental No 
effects? Impact 

3. Have a substantial adverse effect on 53 

Federally protected wetlands as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means? 

4. Interfere substantially with the 53 
movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede 
the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

5. Conflict with any local policies or • 
ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance? 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Significant 
With 

Mitigation 

• 

• 

Less Than 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Data 
Sources 

1,7 

1,7 

20 

1,7 6. Conflict with the provisions of an 53 
adopted Habitat  Conservation Plan,  

Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, 
or state habitat conservation plan? 

H.l: The proposed project site is currently developed and located in an urbanized area and is 
surrounded by existing retail/commercial and high-density residential development. The project site is 
located in an "Urban Developed" habitat5 with no endangered, threatened or rare species present. No 
impact. 

H.2: There is no riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional 
plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and 
Wildlife Service on the site. No impact. 

H.3: There are no wetlands on the project site. No impact. 

H.4: There are no migratory fish or wildlife on the site. The site is developed and it is within a 
highly developed urban setting adjacent to U.S. Highway 101. The project site does not contain any 
biological resources and is not near any streams, creeks or other riparian resources or wildlife 
corridors. No impact. 

H.5: The City of Mountain View gives special protection to trees classified as Heritage Trees. 
Heritage Trees are characterized as trees that meet the following criteria (Mountain View City Code, 
Chapter 32 Trees, Shrubs and Plants, Article II Protection of the Urban Forest, Section 23): 

• A tree which has a trunk with a circumference of forty-eight (48) inches or more measured at 
fifty-four (54) inches above natural grade; 

5 City of Mountain View; General Plan; October 1992. 
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• Any quercus (oak), sequoia (redwood), or cedrus (cedar) tree that is twelve (12) inches or more in 
circumference when measured at fifty-four (54) inches above natural grade; 

• A tree or grove of trees designated by resolution of the City Council to be of special historical 
value or of significant community benefit. 

An arborist's report has been prepared for the project (Barrie D. Coate, Associates Horticultural 
Consultants, Job #04-04-052, April 13 and May 6, 2004) (Arborist Report) which indicates that there 
are 48 trees on the subject property and 14 trees on adjacent properties that could be affected during 
project construction. Therefore, 58 trees could be damaged during project construction. Twenty-six 
of the identified trees meet the definition of a heritage tree. Table 3 identifies the trees that are 
classified as heritage, their size and their condition. Condition is rated as: Exceptional, Fine, Fair, 
Marginal and Poor Specimens. The numbers correspond to the tree survey performed on the site and 
mapped in the arborist s report. The two largest trees, #18 and #19, are centrally located on the 
property and the site plan has been designed to retain those trees. As indicated in Table 3, 14 heritage 
trees (12 palms and 2 walnuts) are proposed for removal to accommodate the project. 

TABLE 3 
HERITAGE TREES ON THE PROJECT SITE 

TREE 
# 

COMMON NAME DIAMETER 
(Inches) 

CIRCUMFERENCE 
(Inches) 

CONDITION 

Heritage Trees to be Removed 
2 Mexican Fan Palm 18 57 | Fine 
3 California Fan Palm 33 104 Fine 
4 Mexican Fan Palm 18 57 Fine 
5 Mexican Fan Palm 18 57 Fine 
6 Mexican Fan Palm 19 60 Fine 
7 Mexican Fan Palm 17 53 Fine 
8 Mexican Fan Palm 19 60 Fine 
9 Mexican Fan Palm 18 57 Fine 
10 Mexican Fan Palm 17 53 Fine 
13 Mexican Fan Palm 19 60 Fine 
14 Mexican Fan Palm 19 60 Fine 
22 English Walnut 22 69 Fair 
23 English Walnut 17 53 Poor 
25 Mexican Fan Palm 18 57 Fine 

I eritage Trees to Remain 
18 Canary Island Pine 41 129 Fine 
19 Coast Redwood 66 207 Fine 
26 Mexican Fan Palm 17 53 Fine 
27 Mexican Fan Palm 18 57 Fine 
28 Mexican Fan Palm 18 57 Fine 
29 Mexican Fan Palm 18 57 Fine 
30 Mexican Fan Palm 19 60 Fine 
31 Mexican Fan Palm 18 57 Fine 
32 Ray wood Ash 16 50 Poor 
35 Raywood Ash 15 48 Marginal 
40 Raywood Ash 15 48 Marginal 
44 Mexican Fan Palm 16 50 Fine 
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Impact H.5: Heritage trees to be retained as part of the project would be compromised during 
project construction. 

Mitigation Measure H.5: The Arborist's Report identifies recommendations that shall be 
incorporated into the project plans prior to City issuance of a building permit. Specifically: 

• Retained trees shall be protected from construction activities by emplacement of fencing. 
The fencing shall be a minimum of five feet tall and chain link. The fencing shall be 
mounted on steel posts driven into the ground a minimum of two feet. The fencing shall be 
placed prior to the arrival of any construction equipment, materials or contractors and shall 
remain the duration of all site construction activities. Fencing shall be emplaced a minimum 
of two feet from the drip line of the preserved palm trees. Fencing shall include signage 
every 50 feet identifying its purpose. 

• The fencing shall be installed 10 feet from and parallel with the east side of the property for 
the full length of this property boundary. 

• Irrigation shall be provided to the retained trees for the dry months (any month receiving less 
than one inch of rainfall). Each trunk shall be irrigated with 10 gallons of water of each inch 
of trunk diameter every two weeks throughout the construction period. A soaker hose may 
substitute which shall be placed along the drip line of the tree the entire canopy 
circumference. 

• Any tree pruning shall be conducted by an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) 
certified arborist and according to ISA, Western Chapter Standards, 1998. 

• Construction period fencing shall be inspected by the Planning Department prior to 
construction activities commencing on the site. 

Removal permits are required to facilitate new construction, development, renovation or 
redevelopment, including building permits, shall be filed with the Community Development 
Department. The application shall be filed and processed concurrent with any other application(s) for 
development entitlements. Approval of an application for a permit may include reasonable conditions 
to insure compliance with the content and purpose of Mountain View's Article II, Protection of the 
Urban Forest, such as, but not limited to: 

1. Requiring the replacement or placement of an additional tree, minimum twenty-four (24) inch 
boxed size, at a minimum two-to-one ratio on the subject property to offset the loss of a tree, 
limbs, or encroachment into the drip line: 

2. Construction fencing or barriers to protect adjacent heritage trees or other landscaping; 

3. Protective grading requirements to avoid damaging the root structure of the tree or adjacent trees; 

4. Posting of a security bond to ensure that replacement trees are planted and become established 
(one (1) year after planting) and to compensate for the lost trees due to illegal removal; 

5. The relocating of a tree on-site or off-site, or the planting of a new tree on-site or off-site to offset 
the loss of a tree; 
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6. Payment of a fee or donation of a boxed tree(s) to the city or other public agency to be used 
elsewhere in the community should a suitable replacement location of the tree not be possible on-
site or off-site. The fee for replacement of a tree or trees shall be, at a minimum, based on the cost 
of a twenty-four (24) inch boxed tree of same species, delivered and installed. (Ordinance 
No. 10.96, September 24, 1996) 

Specific conditions required as part of the approval process will be determined by the Zoning 
Administrator. The project, while removing existing trees on the site, would include landscaping 
within and around the perimeter of the project site, including new plantings of trees, bushes and 
shrubs. 

Modifications to the proposed site plan as a result of other impacts identified in this report would not 
alter the impact or mitigation required for Heritage Trees. Essentially, the tree protection measures 
identified herein, the tree removal permit and the conditions levied by the Zoning Administrator 
would remain in place and still be required. 

H.6: The project site is not within a habitat conservation plan area. No impact. 

Finding. Implementation of the above identified mitigation measure would reduce biological 
resources impacts to less than significant levels. 

I. HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental No 
effects? Impact 

1. Create a significant hazard to the Q 
public or the environment through 
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• • • 21,22 
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one-quarter mile of an existing or 
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Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

5. For a project located within an 
airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the 
project area? 

6. Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

7. Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences 
are intermixed with wildlands? 
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• 

Potentially 
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Impact 
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• 

7,8 

Background 
A Phase I and Screening Level Phase II Environmental Site Assessment was provided by the 
applicant and is summarized in the following text. {Phase I and Screening Level Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessment 2.26-Acre Lucky U Motel Property 185 Fairchild Drive Mountain 
View, CA, Geotrans Project #: 4960.019.01, Geotrans, Inc., April 13, 2004). Additionally the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
were contacted to discuss the conditions at the site. These discussions are also summarized in the 
following text. 

Phase I and Screening Level Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (Geotrans Report) 

The purpose of the Geotrans Report was to provide an evaluation of the current and historical use of 
the property to assess whether such use has, or is expected to, result in environmental degradation of 
the property, or Recognized Environmental Conditions as defined by the ASTM Standard (E1527-00) 
(Geotrans Report p 1). The ASTM Standard E1527-00 defines "Recognized Environmental 
Conditions" as the presence or likely presence of hazardous substances or petroleum products on the 
property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material threat of a 
release of hazardous substances or petroleum products into the structures on the property or into the 
ground, groundwater, or surface water on the property. In addition to existing data base searches, 
interviews with EPA and site reconnaissance a Screening Level Phase II soil and groundwater 
sampling and analysis were conducted. 

The MEW Superfund site is located east and southeast of the site and the Moffett Field Superfund site 
is located across U.S. Highway 101 (north) of the project site. The MEW site has documented 
releases of chlorinated solvents including TCE to groundwater. The Lucky U Motel was constructed 
on the site in the 1940's and prior to that the site supported limited agricultural uses. Approximately 
half of the site is developed with a 20-unit motel, 10 garages, minimal landscaping and asphalt. Two 
septic tanks and a well are abandoned on the site. One automotive battery was present on the site and 
did not appear to be leaking. 
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The project site is not listed on any agency databases. A total of five U.S. EPA Superfund sites are 
located within one mile of the property, three CERCLIS sites are within 0.5 mile of the property, five 
LUST sites are within a 0.5 mile of the property and five Cortese sites are located within one mile of 
the property. The five Superfund sites include Moffett Field, three sites associated with the MEW 
site, and the Telcom Semiconductors site. 

A Phase II Screening Level Environmental Site Assessment was conducted by Geotrans on March 2, 
2004. The upper 15 feet of soil was studied. Soils were found to be silty clay and silty sand. First 
encountered groundwater was found 10 and 15 feet in depth and rising to 2.5 and 10 feet in depth in 
the boreholes. The groundwater flows to the northeast. Several groundwater flow zones occur below 
the site. The A zone is 15 and 20 feet bgs. The underlying B1 and B2' zones are deeper. The B1 
zone is approximately 35-40 feet bgs. The property is 40 feet above mean sea level, and gently slopes 
to the north-northeast. The project site is located at the western edge of the MEW impact area, and 
according to Alana Lee, the B1 aquifer maps show that the TCE plume from the MEW site extend 
beyond the project site to the west. 

Four soil borings and one four-point soil sample were completed on the project site. The soil borings 
(SB-1 through SB-4) were located as follows: SB-1 northwest half of the property near the septic 
tank, SB-2 northeast half of the property near the second septic tank, SB-3 southwest comer of the 
property and SB-4 southeast comer of the property. The soil sample (GS-1) was collected from the 
open field area (southern portion of the site) where the two feet of undocumented fill is located. GS-1 
was taken to a depth of 0.5 feet bgs. GS-1 was conducted to determine the presence, or lack thereof, 
of pesticides. Four grab-groundwater samples were taken five to 10 feet bgs. The soil samples in SB-
1-4 were analyzed for VOC's including benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene and xylenes (BTEX) and 
MTBE using EPA Method 8260, TPH-g using GC/FID, and TPH d/o using EPA Method 8015M. 
The four-point composite soil sample was analyzed for organochlorine pesticides using EPA Method 
8081A. The grab-groundwater samples from SB 1-4 were analyzed for VOC's including BTEX and 
MTBE using EPA Method 8260 low level, and TPH using EPA Method 8015M. 

There were no detects for any of the contaminants studied in the soil samples. There were no detects 
for any of the contaminants studied in two of the four water samples (SB-1 and SB-2). TCE was 
detected in two of the four grab-groundwater samples. SB-3 (southwestern) comer contained 7.8 
parts per billion (ppb) and SB-4 in the (southeastern) comer contained 13 ppb. The TCE thresholds 
are below the 530 ppb identified in the RWQCB's Interim Final Environmental Screening Level 
(ESL) for non-potable shallow ground water in high permeability soils. The standard for potable 
water is 5 ppb. There were no signs of contamination for the septic tanks as shown with the results of 
SB-1 and SB-2. There were no signs of pesticides. 

Regulatory Agency Input 

The City (Knapp, August 2005) consulted with representatives from the RWQCB and EPA with 
respect to regulations and oversight on the project site. The EPA is the Lead Agency with respect to 
the project site since the project site is affected by the MEW Superfund site. Ms. Alana Lee is the 
EPA Project Manager for the MEW site. Ms. Lee reviewed the Phase I and Limited Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessment and made the following comments (Lee, August 2005): 

• Installation of vapor barrier and a passive ventilation system would provide reasonable 
comfort that future occupants of the homes would not be impacted by TCE. 
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• EPA does believe even based upon the low levels of TCE measured at the project site that in 
absence of a passive ventilation system and a vapor barrier, there exists a potential long-term 
health risk at the site. 

• EPA cannot require the developer to install a passive ventilation system at this time. The 
current approved Remedy for the MEW site (which is what appears to be affecting the project 
site) does not include vapor intrusion. EPA plans to amepd the MEW Remedy to address 
vapor intrusion. The amendment process includes evaluating potential alternatives against 
nine criteria some of which include protection of human health and the environment, short-
and long-term effectiveness, costs, implementability, and community and state acceptance. 
The process, which also includes presenting the proposed plan (Remedy) to the community, a 
public meeting and public comment, would likely take several years before a Remedy is 
finalized. 

• A Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) performed for future residential occupants on the 
site would provide useful information and would require additional testing at the site. Soil 
vapor testing would have to be performed and samples would need to be taken at the 
locations of the proposed buildings. Based upon that information a passive ventilation 
system may not be required, in absence of a reliable HHRA a passive ventilation system 
would provide reasonable mitigation. 

Analysis 
1.1: The proposed project would not involve the use of hazardous materials, beyond those associated 
with residential land uses, and, therefore, would not create new hazards. 

Impact 1.2: TCE was detected in two of the four grab-groundwater samples. SB-3 (southwestern) 
corner contained 7.8 parts per billion (ppb) and SB-4 in the (southeastern) comer contained 13 ppb. 
EPA does believe even based upon the low levels of TCE measured at the project site that in absence 
of a passive ventilation system and a vapor barrier, there exists a potential long-term health risk at the 
site. 

Mitigation 1.2: A passive ventilation system and a vapor barrier shall be designed and installed on 
the site. The ventilation system and a vapor barrier shall be designed to perform for the life of project 
and shall be designed with the parameters of the Geology Report in mind, as applicable. The passive 
ventilation system and the vapor barrier shall be either prepared by Lowney Associates under the 
direction of the City or peer reviewed by Lowney Associates, under the direction of the City. The 
CC&R's identified in the Geology and Soils Section, above, shall also include language with respect 
to the levels of TCE under the project site, the need for the passive ventilation system and vapor 
barrier and the maintenance requirements of the systems. Sales documents shall include a disclosure 
statement as to the presence of TCE under the project site. 

1.3: The project site is not located within a 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. The 
proposed project would not involve the use of hazardous materials and, therefore, would not create 
new hazards. No impact. 

1.4: As noted above, the project site is not listed on any agency databases. A total of five U.S. EPA 
Superfund sites are located within one mile of the property, three CERCLIS sites are within 0.5 mile 
of the property, five LUST sites are within a 0.5 mile of the property and five Cortese sites are located 
within one mile of the property. The five Superfund sites include Moffett Field, three sites 
associated with the MEW site, and the Telcom Semiconductors site. 
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1.5: As discussed in the Transportation and Circulation Section, the nearest air field is Moffett Air 
Field across the U.S. Highway 101 corridor, north of the project site. The project site does not share 
direct access to the east of 101 area. The proposed height of the buildings, less than 35 feet, would 
not impact air travel to and from Moffett Air Field. There is no public use airport within two miles of 
the project site. No impact. 

1.6. The City s Fire Department- and Traffic Division of the Public Works Department have 
evaluated the proposed residential project. They have determined that the proposed plan would not 
interfere with any emergency response or evacuation plan. 

1.7: The proposed project is not adjacent to any wildlands or at a wildland/urban interface. There 
would be no risks associated with wildland fire. 

Finding. Implementation of the above identified mitigation measure would reduce impacts 
associated with hazards and hazardous materials to less than significant levels. 

J. PUBLIC SERVICES 
Less Than 

Will the proposed project result Less Than Significant Potentially 
in the following environmental No Significant With Significant Data 
effects? Impact Impact Mitigation Impact Sources 

1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically al tered governmental  facil i t ies,  need for new or physically al tered governmental  facil i t ies,  the 

.. construction of which could cause significant, environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

a. Fire protection? • 13 • • 8 

b. Police protection? • SI • • 8 

c. Schools? • 3 • • 8 

d. Parks? • 3 • • 8 

e. Other public facilities? • 3 • • 8 

J.2: The Mountain View Fire Department's staff levels are sufficient to support the proposed 
development. The City's General Plan indicates that the Fire Protection Master Plan will continue to 
be evaluated and updated, a program of inspections and site plan review will continue to be 
maintained, and necessary personnel and equipment will continue to be provided. The proposed 
development is not likely to have a significant impact on the provision of fire prevention and fire 
suppression services. Implementation of Uniform Fire Code requirements for new construction will 
reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels. 

J.3: Demand for police services would not be affected by the proposed project. The goal of the 
Mountain View Police Department is to maintain a force sufficiently staffed and deployed to sustain 
four-minute maximum emergency response 70 percent of the time. 

J.4: The project site is in the Mountain View Elementary and Mountain View High School Districts. 
Developer fees for the construction of new housing are $1.49 per square foot. Student generation 
rates for new residential development are 0.232 students per single-family unit and 0.029 per multi-
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family unit in grades K-8. High School student generation rates are 0.11 per single-family unit and 
0.046 per multi-family unit 

The Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998, or Senate Bill 50 (SB 50), restricts the ability of 
local agencies, such as the City of Mountain View, to deny project approvals on the basis that public 
school facilities are inadequate. Payment of impact fees provides the legal CEQA mitigation measure 
for impacts to local school districts. SB 50 establishes the base amount of allowable developer fees 
for commercial construction and residential development. The project sponsor for any future 
residential Development Application would be required to pay the student impact fees pursuant to 
Leroy F. Greene Facilities Act. School impact fees would be collected when building permits are 
issued. These fees would be used to accommodate new students, reducing potential impacts on 
schools to a less-than-significant level. 

J.6: The proposed project does not have the potential to affect maintenance services, in excess of that 
previously considered by the General Plan. The proposed project does not have the potential to affect 
governmental services or create a need for new facilities, in excess of those previously considered by 
the General Plan. 

Finding. No significant impacts to public services are expected and rio mitigation is required. 

K. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Will the proposed project result. Less Than 
in the following environmental No Significant 
effects? Impact Impact 

1. Exceed wastewater treatment O ^ 
requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

2. Require or result in the construction El • 
of new water or wastewater treatment 
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could cause significant environmental 
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3. Require or result in the construction El • 
of new storm water drainage facilities 
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the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

4. Have sufficient water supplies Q [3 
available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, 
or are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 
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• 

• 

• 

• 
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Impact 

• 

• 
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• 
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Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

No 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that 
it has adequate capacity to serve the 
projects projected demand in addition 
to the providers existing commitments? 

Be served by a landfill with sufficient • 
permitted capacity to accommodate the 
projects solid waste disposal needs? 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

• 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

Data 
Sources 

Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

K.1: As discussed in the Geology and Soils Section, above, the historic high water at the project site 
is recorded at 5 ft. bgs. The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requires a minimum 
of 10 ft. be maintained between seasonal high ground water and the bottom of any filtration facility. 
This requirement cannot be met, therefore infiltration facilities would require pre-treatment of 
pavement run-off water, and potentially roof run off water prior to entering any infiltration facilities. 
Significant infiltration of storm water may not be feasible as a part of a storm water 
retention/detention program because of the low infiltration rate and the regulatory restrictions. Due 
to the moderate plasticity of the soils it is required that surface water infiltration adjacent to 
foundations and pavements are restricted. Bio-swales in conjunction with site storm drainage may 
be used adjacent to pavements provided that pavement cut-offs are incorporated in the civil plans. 
This is considered a less than significant impact as mitigated in the Geology and Soils section of this 
document. 

K.2: The City of Mountain View is currently served by water treatment facilities that are equipped to 
handle the maximum water capacity of the City. Contracts with the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission supply the City with approximately 90 percent of its water and the remaining water 
suppiy is from underground wells. The average daily demand for single-family residential is 109 
gallons per day (gpd) and 77 gpd for multi-family. The total estimated average water demand in the 
City for 2004 was 12.3 million gallons per day (mgd). This demand is less than the total water supply 
contract with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission for 13.46 mgd. The proposed project 
will have a less than significant impact on the provision of water. 

There is abandoned water well on the site. The well as a condition of project approval shall be closed 
in accordance with the Santa Clara Valley Water District standards (Phase I and Screening Level 
Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, 2.26-Acre Lucky U Motel Property 185 Fairchild Drive 
Mountain View, CA, Geotrans Project#: 4960.019.01, Geotrans, Inc., April 13, 2004). 

K.3: The City's effluent flows to the Palo Alto Regional Water Quality Control Plant (PARWQCP). 
The PARWQCP operates as a tertiary treatment facility serving the communities of Palo Alto, Los 
Altos, Los Altos Hills, Stanford University, and East Menlo Park as well as Mountain View. 
Mountain View is using only 55 percent of its flow entitlement. Records at that time show a trend 
toward a decrease in per capita sewage generation, believed to directly result from water conservation 
programs and the relocation of chip manufacturers out of the area. The proposed project will have a 
less than significant impact on the provision of sanitary sewer service. 
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K.4: The project site is currently served with curb, gutter, and storm drain lines. The existing system 
adequately conveys storm runoff into the San Francisco Bay. The proposed project will have a less 
than significant impact on the provision of storm drainage facilities. 

K.5: Foothill Disposal, a Norcal Company, is the exclusive provider of solid waste services in 
Mountain View, such as garbage can service, commercial dumpster service, and residential and 
commercial debris boxes. All solid waste is processed at the SMART Station, located at 301 Carl 
Road, in Sunnyvale, to remove any remaining recyclables not captured in other City recycling 
programs. The solid waste is then hauled to the Kirby Canyon Landfill, located at 910 Coyote Creek 
Golf Drive, in San Jose. 

The County of Santa Clara Health Services Department is certified by the California Integrated 
Waste Management Board as the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) for solid waste in Santa Clara 
County. The LEA has the primary responsibility for ensuring the correct operation and closure of 
solid waste facilities in the state. It also has responsibility for guaranteeing the proper storage and 
transportation of solid wastes. 

Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939), enacted in 1989, requires each city's and county's Source Reduction 
and Recycling Element to include an implementation schedule to divert 25 percent diversion of its 
solid waste from landfill disposal by January 1, 1995, through source reduction, recycling, and 
composting activities, followed by an increase to a 50 percent reduction to the waste stream by 
January 1, 2000. As of 2004, the total annual waste diversion for Mountain View was approximately 
50 percent. 

According to Santa Clara's Five-Year Integrated Waste Management Program (2003), Mountain 
View's estimated waste generation is 11.4 pounds per person per day. In 2004, the city reported a 
waste generation of 50,424 tons. The estimated total capacity of the Kirby Canyon facility is 21.8 
million tons and it is expected to reach capacity by December 21, 2022 (California Integrated Waste 
Management Board 2005). The Kirby Canyon facility has adequate capacity to accommodate the 
City's solid waste (California Integrated Waste Management Board 2005). The proposed project will 
have a less than significant impact on solid waste disposal. 

Finding. No impacts to utilities or service systems are expected and no mitigation is required. 

L. RECREATION 

effects? 

Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 

Less Than 
Less Than Significant Potentially 

No Significant With Significant Data 
Impact Impact Mitigation Impact Sources 

1. Would the project increase the use O 
of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

3 • • 8 

2. Does the project include recreational I I 
facilities or require the construction 
or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? 

• • 8 
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L.l: The City has over 1,000 acres of parkland divided among mini-parks, neighborhood parks, 
community parks, regional parks and open space. The Parks and Open Space Plan identifies a goal of 
providing 3.0 acres of parks to 1,000 residents. The City has sufficient parkland to meet this goal. 
New development in the City would be subject to the regulations of the Park Dedication Ordinance, 
which would contribute to the maintenance and rehabilitation of existing parks and the construction 
of new parks. Substantial deterioration of existing facilities is not expected to occur as a result of the 
proposed project. 

L.2: The proposed project includes an open space area to be used by the occupants of the project. 
The proposed project would not require significant alterations or additions to the City's park system 
that'would result in a significant impact. 

Finding. No significant impacts to recreation resources are expected and no mitigation is required. 

M. AESTHETICS 

Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental No 
effects? Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Data 

Sources 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect on £3 
a scenic vista? 

• 
V 

• • 1,7,8 

2. Substantial ly damage scenic [3 

resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

ISJ • • 1,7,8 

3. Substantially degrade the existing E3 
visual character or quality of the site 
and its surroundings? 

• • • 1,7,8 

4. Create a new source of substantial • 
light or glare, which would adversely 
affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

• • 1,7,8 

M.l & 3: The City of Mountain View's CEQA Guidelines state that for a project to have significant 
visual impacts, it must either be located in an area that is considered to be an aesthetic resource or 
block views of an aesthetic resource. This project is located in a developed residential area that is not 
considered an aesthetic resource. The surrounding land uses are single- and multi-family residential. 
The proposed three-story project would add to the project area by replacing a vacant motel in 
significant disrepair and replacing it with residential uses that conform to the City's Row House 
Guidelines (see Land Use and Planning section, above). 

M.2: The Lucky U motel was constructed in the 1940's. The motel has not been used as a motel for 
this past year and is in disrepair. U.S. Highway 101 is not a scenic corridor, and is blocked from view 
from the project site by a soundwall. The construction of the project (35 or 40 residential units) 
would improve the area over existing conditions and would not impact an historic resource. 

M.4: This project does not include exterior lighting at levels that would create significant light or 
glare. A standard City condition of project approval is to provide residential lighting in downcast 
beams. 
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Finding. No impacts to aesthetic resources are expected. 

N. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Less Than 

Will the proposed project result Less Than Significant Potentially 
in the following environmental No Significant With Significant Data 
effects? Impact Impact Mitigation Impact Sources 

1. Cause a substantial adverse change • • • 1,22 
in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in '15064.5? 

2. Cause a substantial adverse change 13 • • • 1-22 
in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to '15064.5? 

3. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 13 • • • 1-22 
paleontological resource or site 
or unique geologic feature? 

4. Disturb any human remains, 13 • • • 1.22 
including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries? 

N.l: According to a Cultural Resources Assessment prepared for the City's 1992 General Plan, there 

are no known paleontological resources in the vicinity of the project site. 

N.2: There are no known archaeological resources in the vicinity of the project site 

The project site is developed with a motel. The ground has been disturbed and is unlikely to yield 
archaeological or historical artifacts. In the event of discovery of archaeological artifacts during 
construction, all activities within a 50-foot radius will be halted and a qualified archaeological 
monitor will inspect the site within 24 hours. If the find is determined to be significant and merits 
formal recording or data collection, time and funding will be required to salvage the material. Any 
archaeologically important data recovered during monitoring will be cleaned, catalogued and 
analyzed, with the results presented in a report of finding that satisfies professional standards. 

I 

N.3: There are no known historical resources in the vicinity of the project site. 

N.4: There are no known human remains in the vicinity of the project site. If human remains should 
be encountered during construction, work will be halted and procedures described in N.2 above will 
be implemented. 

Finding. No impacts to cultural resources are expected and no mitigation is required. 
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0. MINERAL RESOURCES 

Will the proposed project result Less Than 
in the following environmental No Significant 
effects? Impact Impact 

1. Result in the loss of availability of ^ ED 
a known mineral resource that would 
be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

• 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

2. Result in the loss of availability of ED ED EH 
a locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other 
land use plan? 

O.l & 2: There are no known mineral resources on or near the site. No impact. 

Finding: No impacts to mineral resources are expected and no mitigation is required. 

Data 
Sources 

1,23 

1,23 

N. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Will the proposed project result Less Than 
in the following environmental No Significant 
effects? Impact Impact Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
Data 

Sources 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies 
may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. 
Would the project: 

1. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (Farmland), as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources 
Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

2. Conflict with existing zoning for 
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act 
contract? 

3. Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their 
location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to 
non-agricultural use? 

• • • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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N.l: The site is not identified as farm Prime Farmland, Unique Importance (Farmland), as shown 
on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency. No impact. 

•\ 

N.2: The site is not under Williamson Act contract. No impact. 

N.3: The site is located in a residential neighborhood and adjacent to a freeway corridor. The 
site is currently developed. Redevelopment of the site would not trigger conversion of farmland 
in the vicinity of the project as there is no farmland in the vicinity of the project site. No impact. 

Finding: No impacts to agricultural resources are expected and no mitigation is required. 
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VIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS 

Will the proposed project result 
in the following environmental 
effects? 

No 
Impact 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Does the project have the potential to degradethe quality Q 
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population 
to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate 
a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory. 

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, Q 
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 

Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

• 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

Less Than 
Significant 

With 
Mitigation 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

• 

• El • 

• • 

IV. DETERMINATION 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

Q I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

• I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant 
unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in 
an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

• I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all 
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to 
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

Elaine Costello, Directo^ of Community of Community Development 
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V. LIST OF DATA SOURCES: 

1. City of Mountain View General Plan, City of Mountain View, 1992. 
2. Evandale Precise Plan^(1997 City Reso# 16191). 
3. Projections 2005, Association of Bay Area Governments, December 10049. 
4. Jobs Housing Nexus Study, Keyser Marston Associates, Inc., February 2001. 
5. Trip Generation, 6th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1997. 
6. Congestion Management Program, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority. 
7. City staff site visits, July and August 2005. 
8. City interdepartmental review conducted April-August 2005. 
9. Zoning Code, City of Mountain View. 
10. Charles M. Salter, Associates-Acoustical Consultants, letter June 29, 2005. 
11. Title 24, California Code of Regulations. 
12. Noise Assessment Guidelines 
13. Rules and Regulations, Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 
14. The San Francisco Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National Ozone Standard and the 

Bay Area 2000 Clean Air Plan, Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 
15. Geotechnical Investigation Classics and Evandale Avenue Mountain View, California, Report No. 

899-60, January 21, 2005 by Lowney Associates (Mountain View Office). 
16. Flood Insurance Rate Map, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 1988. 
17. ABAG website 
18. Best Management Practices, City of Mountain View. 
19. Blueprint for a Clean Bay, Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program. 
20. Barrie D. Coate, Associates Horticultural Consultants, Job #04-04-052, April 13 and May 6, 2004. 
21. Phase I and Screening Level Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, 2.26-Acre Lucky U Motel 

Property 185 Fairchild Drive Mountain View, CA, Geotrans Project#: 4960.019.01, Geotrans, Inc., 
April 13, 2004. 

22. Alana Lee, EPA Project Manager, telephone and electronic communications July and August 2005. 
23. California State Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology. 
24. Cultural Resources Assessment for the 1992 General Plan, Basin Research Associates, Inc., August 

1990. 
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APPENDIX A 

Noise Report Charles M. Salter, Associates-Acoustical Consultants (June 29,2005) 
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29 June 2005 

Scott Ward ^ 
Classic Communities, Inc. 
1068 East Meadow Circle 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 

Fax: 650.493.9050 

Subject: Classics at Evandale Avenue 
Environmental Noise Study 
CSA Project No: 04-0120 

Dear Scott: 

This letter summarizes the results of our environmental noise study for the residential 
project at 185 Fairchild Avenue in Mountain View, California. The purpose of this study is 
to determine the noise environment at the proposed site, compare the noise environment 
with applicable standards, and propose mitigation measures as necessary. 

The project includes 17 three-story single-family detached homes, 18 three-story'attached 
duplex units, and a common open space near the .center of the site. In summary^ 

incorporating sound-rated windows and doors into the project design would reduce interior 
noise levels to City and State standards. Since windows must be closed to achieve the 
interior noise goal, an alternate means of providing outside air to the duplex units is 
necessary and should be discussed with the project mechanical engineer. Estimated future 
noise levels in the proposed open space are between DNL 62 and 64 dB. 

ACOUSTICAL CRITERIA 

City of Mountain View General Plan 

The City of Mountain View has noise acceptability guidelines in the Noise Element of its 
General Plan. According to these guidelines, a Day-Night Average Sound Level1 (DNL) of 
45 dB or less is the interior noise goal for residential development. Outdoor noise levels in 
residential areas are normally acceptable below DNL 55 dB, and conditionally acceptable 
up to DNL 65 dB. 

1 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) — A descriptor established by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency to represent a 24-hour average noise level with a penalty applied to noise 

occurring during the nighttime hours (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.) to account for the increased sensitivity of 
people during sleeping hours. 
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The General Plan also outlines the "Stationary Equipment Noise Ordinance," restricting 
noise levels from stationary equipment to 55 dB or lower at neighboring residential 
properties. 

California Building Code 

The California Building Code (CBC), contains acoustical requirements for interior sound 
levels in habitable rooms of multi-family housing2. In summary, the CBC requires that 
interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources not exceed a DNL of 45 dB in any 
habitable room. Projects exposed to an exterior DNL of 60 dB, or greater, require an 
acoustical analysis showing that the proposed design will limit interior levels to the 
prescribed allowable interior level. Additionally, if allowable interior noise levels are met 
by requiring that windows be closed, then the design must also specify a ventilation or air-
conditioning system to provide a habitable interior environment. 

NOISE ENVIRONMENT 

Environmental noise is dominated by vehicular traffic on the Bayshore freeway (US-101), 
located across Fairchild Avenue to the north. The Lucky U Motel currently occupies the 
site. Moffett Field is located across US-101; however we understand it is used irregularly, 
therefore contributing little to the DNL. 

To quantify the existing noise environment, we conducted noise measurements from the 
22nd to 23rd of April 2004. Two long-term 24-hour and three 15-minute measurements were 
taken to determine how noise levels vary across the site and at different elevations. 

Table 1, below, summarizes existing and estimated future noise levels. Estimated future 
noise levels are the basis of the noise mitigation recommendations in the Analysis and 
Recommendations section, below. 

Table 1: Existing and Estimated Future Noise Levels at the Proposed 
Building Setback 

Location Existing DNL Future DNL 

55-ft south of Fairchild 

Avenue centerline 
69 dB 70 dB 

35-ft. north of Evandale 

Avenue centerline 
64 dB 65 dB 

The DNLs shown above represent noise levels at the approximate height of first floor 
receivers. Due to decreased shielding from US-101 to the north, noise levels are 
approximately two decibels higher for second story and five decibels higher for third story 
elevations. 

2 Title 24, Part 2: California Building Code, Appendix Chapter. 1208A 

C h a r l e s  M  S a l t e r  A s s o c i a t e s  I n c  325 South First Street SanJose California 95113 Tel: 408 295 4944 Fax: 408 295 4949 
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The estimated future increase in noise corresponds with a three-percent per year increase in 
traffic volume along US-101, over a ten-year span. This rate of traffic volume increase is 
typically used by Caltrans when predicted future volume data area not available. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Exterior-to-interior Noise 

To achieve the DNL 45 dB interior noise criterion, it will be necessary for the exterior 
fafades of some units to be sound-rated. Table 2 shows minimum window and door Sound 
Transmission Class3 (STC) ratings , based oh the information in the floor plans and 
building elevations dated 20 May 2005. For reference, construction-grade dual-pane 
windows typically achieve an STC rating of 27; we have assumed the windows in locations 
and rooms not listed in Table 2 will achieve this rating. 

Table 2: Minimum STC Ratings to Achieve an Interior DNL of 45 dB 

Location Rooms STC 

36 

Lots 28 through 35 

Living/Dining Room 

STC 

36 

Lots 28 through 35 Entry Door . 33 Lots 28 through 35 

Bedroom.3, Loft, Bath 2, Master Bedroom 30 

Lots 18 through 27 Master Bedroom, Master Bath 30 

The entire project site is exposed to a DNL of 60 dB or greater. Windows must be closed to 
achieve the interior, noise criterion, the CBC requires that an alternate method of supplying 
ventilation (i.e., mechanical ventilation, or air-conditioning) for duplex units. This issue 
should be discussed with the project mechanical engineer. 

Exterior Noise 

The project includes a common open space near the center of the site. Transportation-
related noise from vehicles on US-101 would be shielded at this space by the existing 
highway noise barrier and proposed duplex units. Estimated future noise levels in this open 
space range between DNL 62 and 64 dB, and are indicated in Figure 1, attached. 

Most of the noise reduction across the site is provided by the highway noise barrier. 
Incorporating additional noise barriers or buildings which effectively fill in the gaps 
between duplex buildings would reduce noise levels in the common open space to 60 to 62 
dB. 

3 Sound Transmission Class (STC) — A single-figure rating standardized by ASTM and used to rate 
the sound insulation properties of building partitions. The STC rating is derived from laboratory 

measurements of a particular building element and as such is representative of the maximum sound 
insulation. Increasing STC ratings correspond to improved noise isolation. 

C h a r l e s  Ml S a l t e r  A s s o c i a t e s  I  l l  C  325 South First Street San Jose California 95113 Tel: 408 295 4944 Fax: 408 295 4949 
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Stationary Noise Sources 

. The project should incorporate proper mitigation to reduce noise from air-conditioning 
units and other stationary equipment to the levels outlined in the General Plan. Mitigation 
may include equipment selection and location and, if necessary, equipment enclosures. 
Details of mitigation measures should be determined during the design phase. We are 
available to assist you with this analysis if needed. . 

Please call with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES M. SALTER ASSOCIATES, INC. 

Jeffrey Clukey 
Consultant 

Eric L. Broadhurst, P.E. 
Vice President 

JMRVWC 
Cc: Jonathan Stone 

C h a r l e s  M  S a l t e r  A s s o c i a t e s  I n c  325 South First Street San Jose California 95113 Tel: 408 295 4944 Fax: 408 295 4949 
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c h a r I e s M S a l t e r  A s s  o c f a t e s  I n c  

To: Jonathan Stone 

Classic Communities, Inc. 
1068 East Meadow Circle 
Palo Alto, California 94303 

Fax:. 650.493.9050 

From: Jeffrey Clukey 
Date: 14 July 2005 

Classics at Evandale Avenue 
CSA Project No. 04-0120 

Re: 

This memo responds to the 6 July 2005 comments from Allison Wollam with the City of 
Mountain View. Our responses are in bold typeface. 

1) Provide an area plan indicating where the 24-hour noise measurements were taken. The 
area plan is in addition to the narrative of the measurement locations. 

A site plan with 24-hour noise measurement locations is attached. 

2) ™0Vite 24;hOU" n0i,S® measurements on a Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday of the week. 
e.Thursday, April 22,to Friday April 23, 2004 provides a more liberal interpretation of 

e noise environment. Typically noise measurements that are taken in the middle of the 
week more accurately reflect a reasonable worst-case analysis for environmental 

Week analysis wil1 caPture a reasonable portrait of truck trips 
a^ong HWY lOl as well as commuter traffic. Truck trips will affect the site considerably. 
Or, provide a rational as to why the noise study provided reasonably reflects a 
conservative noise analysis on the site. 

The FTA1 states the following procedure for noise exposure measurements: 

"For residential land uses, measure a full 24-hour's Ldn at the receiver of 
FrWay)''^01" * Smgle WCekday ^enerally between noon Monday and noon 

3) °/0 trUCkS t̂hS trafflC Stream'the Lmax and the-frequency of the Moffett 

lTnh.7Ui,,iShed C7r?TSTdata for.2003'the Percentage of trucks relative to the 
ADT on the segment of US-101 adjacent to the project site is 3.81%. 

We are not aware of current noise contours for Moffett Field. The observed 
maximum noise level at the site due to aircraft is 64 dB. Given the limited and 

frnmUthar of aircraft activitT'jt is possible to generalize noise impacts 
from the observed maximum noise level. 

& CoXf p "Si ^ <™>-

325 South First Street Suite 160 San Jose California 95113 Tel: 408 295 4944 Fax: 408 295 4949 
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4) Page 1 Paragraph 2, lines 3 &4 of the Letter states that "In summaiy, incorporating 
sound-rated windows and doors.... would reduce interior noise levels to City standards." 
Define the standard used. 

The three paragraphs following the summary paragraph identify which standards 
are used. 

5) Page 2 Last Paragraph states "DNL's above represent the noise levels at the 
approximate height of the first floor receivers. /.. .noise levels on the second story are 
approximately two decibels higher and five decibels higher for the third story." Show 
this data in the table on page 2. A five dB increase is a significant impact under CEQA. 

CEQA guidelines determine the level of impact based on a comparison of existing 
and future noise levels; it does not address the variation in noise level with elevation. 
The recommended STC ratings in Table 2 of the noise assessment letter account for 
the higher noise levels at the upper floors. 

6) Poge 3 Table 2. Why is lot 27 excluded from the 36 STC rating requirement? 

Per the site plan dated 20 May 2005, Lot 27 is included in the second row of houses, 

not the first. Therefore, based on our calculations, STC 36 windows are not required 

at Lot 27. • n 

7) Page 3 Paragraph 3: The requirement for mechanical ventilation or air-conditioning 
must be addressed now. The location or type of equipment could cause off-site noise 
impacts. Please provide recommendations for the equipment, proposed location, and 
noise levels and mitigations to meet the City's criterion of 55 dB at the property lines. 

The timing of mechanical equipment selection and placement is not in our purview. 
The mechanical ventilation requirement states only that an alternative to open 
windows is necessary where the exterior Ldnis over 60 dB. In our experience, the 
alternative may not iticlude outdoor equipment, and therefore would not affect the 
property line noise level. 

8) Page 3 Paragraphs: What type of noise barriers (referenced in this paragraph) would 
reduce noise exposure to the open space? Identify design and location. 

A 30-foot high barrier constructed between the second row of structures parallel to 
the freeway (i.e. connecting the buildings together via a 30-ft wall) would reduce 
noise levels in the open space by about 2 dB. As noted in the noise assessment letter, 
the existing highway noise barrier provides the majority of the traffic noise 
mitigation for the open space. In addressing reasonableness of the noise abatement " 
measure, the FHWA requires that 

(1) the views of the impacted residents be a major consideration, and (2) 

the overall noise abatement benefits outweigh the overall adverse social, 

economic, and environmental effects, as well as the abatement cost."2 

2 Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Prepared bv 
Hams Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc. 1995. p 3-11. 
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9) How was the estimated future noise levels in the open space area (62-64 dB) reached? 
Please provide a brief narrative of the reasoning and attenuation factors that leads to this 
conclusion. 

Estimated future noise levels in the open space were determined through a 
combination of measurements at the site, calculated attenuation with distance, and 
calculated shielding from the highway noise barrier and the proposed buildings. 

• Attenuation with distance is taken as 3 dB per doubling of distance, as is 
consistent with the FHWA guideline for line sources. 

• Barrier noise reduction is per the equations in Tables 6-9 and 6-10 of the 
FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment document. 

Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions. 
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION 

CLASSICS AT EVANDALE AVENUE 

MOUNTAIN VIEW, CALIFORNIA 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
A ' 

This report presents the results of our geotechnical investigation for Classics at 
Evandale Avenue in Mountain View, California. The approximate location of the site is 
shown on the Vicinity Map, Figure 1. The purpose of our investigation was to evaluate 
the subsurface conditions at the site and to provide geotechnical recommendations for 
design and construction of the proposed residential development. For our use, we 
received a topographic map prepared by BKF Engineers, dated December 13, 2004. 

1.1 Project Description 

The site consists of two parcels, Parcels A and B, which total about 2.3 acres. As 
presently planned, the project will consist of demolishing the existing Lucky U Motel 
building and constructing townhomes and/or single-family detached homes. We 
understand that the proposed residential buildings will be two to three-stories, wood-
framed structures with concrete slab-on-grade garage floors. We also understand that 
permeable pavers may be constructed. Associated underground utilities, pavements, 
and landscaping are also planned as part of the site development. 

Structural loads and site grading have not yet been determined;, we assume that 
structural loads will be representative for this type of construction, and that only minor 
grading will be required. 

1.2 Scope of Services 

Our scope of services was presented in detail in our agreement with you dated 
December 14, 2004. To accomplish this work, we provided the following services: 

• Exploration of the subsurface conditions by drilling three borings, advancing 
two Cone Penetration Tests (CPTs), and retrieving soil samples for visual 
observation and laboratory testing. 

• Evaluation of the physical and engineering properties of the subsurface soils by 
visually classifying the samples and performing various laboratory tests on 
selected samples. 

• Interpretation of the subsurface soils by correlating our CPT data with the 
borings and laboratory testing data. 

• Engineering analysis to evaluate site earthwork, building foundations, slabs-on-
grade, permeable pavers, and pavements. 

• Preparation of this report to summarize our findings and to present our 
conclusions and recommendations. 
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Classic Communities. Inc. nnn rn 
: 899-60, Classics at Evandale Avenue 

2.0 SITE CONDITIONS 

2.1 Exploration Program 

fnn?UMciCrf explorat.ion *[as Performed on December 27, 2004 and January 3 and 4, 
2005, using conventional, truck-mounted CPT and hollow-stem auger drilling 
thmpTv0! ^ hydrau,ically pushed two CPTs t0 a'dePth of 50 feet. We also drilled 
WPTP L [I?!"?'A ry..b°nn9S t0 depths ranging from 34 to 45 feet. The CPTs and borings 
•auWpMnPc A W ce™ent 9rout in acc°rdance with Santa Clara Valley Water District 
navpm'pnf H •represe-n e Sample of the surface soil was obtained for 
pavement design purposes. The approximate locations of the borings and CPTs are 
shown on the Site Plan, Figure 2. Our boring and CPT logs and detaHs regarding our 
ADDenXSS??cQ0Mare mcluded '? APPendix A; our laboratory tests are discussed in 
isTttacTed in AppeSc0" eValuahon re?°rt P"*'"* by JDH .Corrosion Consultants 

2.2 Surface Conditions 

locaTedP TSTFV^SAUrfaCe rec°n1naissance during our site exploration. The site 
rJSf atTJ80.!vandale Avenue and 185 Fairchild Drive in Mountain View, 
Parcel A i'ocat-pff af ParCe'S '°Cated in a ^sidential neighborhood, 
fin . d at 180 Evandale Avenue, is currently vacant. It appeared that some 

^^^5lI5I|pD^fLgD,taae. Parcel B, located at 185 Fairchild Drive,'Ts 
5 Y smgle-story, Lucky U Motel Building with associated at-grade 

Land^n?^-" 3 entire building. 
Landscape areas with some mature trees were also present. We are not aware of anv 
Dmvide9d bt°R^R F •levels.Related with the building. Topographic information 
to 39 fPPt yrhp iEn9meers lndlcated site grades ranged from about Elevation 37 

w fape m°Urda,0n9 the Evandale frontage has an e'evatlon of 
variation J?nn«H gederal'th® site appeared relatively level with some minor 
variations in grade across the parcels. 

2.3 Subsurface Conditions 

Borings EB-1 and EB-2 were drilled on the landscape mound at Parcel A and 
fmCour boring 2V\feet °f medium stlff to stiff silt (undocumented fill). Below this 
fill, our borings encountered generally medium stiff to very stiff clay to the maximum 
depth explored of 45 feet. Boring EB-2, however, encountered a layer of MSSST 
dense sand between depths of about 27 to 331/z feet. 

fvic?9 EB"3' CPT:1' and CPT"2 were Performed on Parcel B and drilled through an 
TnrhPQ nfP^emenJ T*'0" consisting of about 2 inches.of asphalt concrete over 4 
comeTabonC^rfpnrf' t- L"9 E5"3 was drilled adjacent to CPT-2 for subsurface 
correlation. CPT-1 encountered predominantly medium stiff to very stiff clav to the 
maximum depth explored of 50 feet. CPT-2 encountered about 20% feet^^f medium 

feS medium stiff fn stiff ?e d i U m  dense sand t0 a dePth of about 24 feet. Below 24 
feet, medium stiff to stiff clay was encountered to a depth of about 321/z feet. This 

ay was underlain by dense sand to a depth of about 46 feet. Below 46 feet stiff silt 
was encountered to maximum depth explored of 50 feet. ' 
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Plasticity Index (PI) tests were performed on two representative soil samples obtained 
from Borings EB-1 and EB-3 at a depth of 2 feet. The test results exhibited a Liquid 
Limit (LL) of 48 and a PI of 11 for the silt (undocumented fill) encountered in Boring 
EB-1, indicating low to moderate plasticity and expansion potential. The test results, 
however, exhibited a LL of 46 and a PI of 25 for the native clay encountered in Boring 
EB-3, indicating moderate plasticity and expansion potential for the native clay. 

2.4 Groundwater 

Free ground water was encountered in our explorations at depths ranging from about 
71/2 to 10 feet below the existing ground surface. Please note the ground water depth 
measurements were taken at the time of drilling, and all explorations were backfilled 
immediately after drilling and may not reflect stabilized ground water levels. Ibe 
ground water table in the vicinity is generally considered to be at a depth on the orxler 
pf.LfeSL-according to mapping by the California Geological SuTveylCGS, 2003)""" ~~ 
Therefore, weusea^^esigngrouriH water level of 5 feet for our liquefaction analyses. 
Fluctuations in the level of the ground water may occur due to variations in rainfall, 
perched water conditions, and other factors not in evidence: at the time our 
measurements were made. 

2.5 Site Infiltration 

Our explorations indicate the site is blanketed by at least 20 feet of low to moderate 
plasticity clays,. Therefore, we judge the site infiltration rate will be low for any 
proposed site detention/retention facilities. As discussed above, ground water was 
encountered at shallow depths. The Regional Water .Quality Control Ronrd^B wnrRT> 
requires that a miOLroum of 10 feeLbe maintained between the seasonai.bi.gJb ground 
water level and the bottom of any infiltratipn fariIitvJ'wtTfF^~^TTiiTVoq.TirQ pre: 
treatment of pavement runoff water and potentially roof runoff prior to entering any 
infiltration facilities. 

3.0 GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 

A qualitative evaluation of geologic hazards was made during this investigation. Our 
comments concerning these hazards are presented below. 

3.1 Fault Rupture Hazard 

A Regional Fault Map illustrating known active faults relative to the site is presented 
on Figure 3. The site is not located within a currently designated Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone (known formerly as a Special Studies Zone). As shown on 
Figure 3, no known surface expression of active faults is believed to cross the site. 
Fault rupture through the site, therefore, is not anticipated. 

3.2 Ground Shaking 

Strong ground shaking can be expected at the site during moderate to severe 
earthquakes in the general region. This is common to all properties in the San 
Francisco Bay Area. The "Seismicity" section that follows summarizes potential levels 
of ground shaking at the site. 
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3.3 Liquefaction 

3.3.1 General Background 

The site is located within an area zoned by the State of California as havinq potential 
and^rlTi? * liquefaction hazards (CGS, 2003 - Mountain View Quadrangle) 
and in a Santa Clara County Geologic Hazard Zone (Santa Clara County 2003) 

cycRSl'Sced'stre^6' DL""in9 ^ 9r°Und shakin9' such as during earthquakes, 

matrix resultina in MmS ^ Ca.USS 'J?01?95601 Pore water pressures within the soil 
to larae Sr H f l,qu®factlon- Liquefied soil may loose shear strength that may lead 

such as beneath Zd H05 md/?r "°W fai'Ure Under moderate to hi9h shear stresses, 
sucn as beneath foundations or sloping ground (Youd, et al., 2001) and in manv wavs 
may behave more like a liquid than a solid. Liquefied soil can also settle (compact) as 

thl^suWect^owev'p at-6 f0l,0Wing an earthquake. Limited, field data is available on 
this subject, however, in some cases, settlement on the order of 2 to 3 percent of the 
thickness of the liquefied zone has been measured. 

fnhpJ£oSt s.uscePtible to liquefaction are loose to moderately dense, saturated non-

Stprc nf soll1®.Wlfh .poor draina9e, such as sands and silts with interbedded or capping 
layers of relatively low permeability soil. ^ppmg 

3.3.2 Methods of Analysis 

Tn "°teHd ,n'he surface description above, several sand and silt layers were 
countered below the design ground water depth of 5 feet. These layers were 

proposed stru^tures quefaction Potentia" and the effects liquefaction may have on the 

wUri[iCLUefaC/v0n 5nalyses fo,lowed the methods presented by the 1998 NCEER 
?npr?Pnhi ? ' 2001) in accordance with guidelines set forth in CDMG 
..Lfl Publication 117 (CDMG, 1997). The NCEER methods for SPT and CPT analyses 
update simplified procedures presented by Seed and Idriss (1971). 

th6Se ™ethods are used t0 calculate a factor of safety against 
quefaction triggering by comparing the resistance of the soil to cyclic shakina to the 

seismic demand that can be caused during seismic events. , 

The resistance to cyclic shaking is quantified by the Cyclic Resistance Ratio (CRR) 
maallih.rip an<rfIOn-iQhS?1 density' layer dePth' ground water depth, earthquake 

agmtude, and soil behavior. CRR calculations are based on SPT blow counts and CPT 
corrprTprf rh"' *? accou nt ̂  effective overburden stresses and soil behavior we 
Hpn?h fl field measured SPT blow counts for overburden, stress reduction versus 
fnd «mnf"9ram fh s.01 cC0ntent' hammer energy ratio, boring diameter, rod length 
and sampling method (SPT sampler without liners). Our CPT tip pressures were 
tvoe^ndpy O °,~en and fines content- The CPT method utilizes the soil behavior 
Reststancp "O" i® e.xp°nential fact°r"n" applied to the Normalized Cone 
Kesistance Q to evaluate how plastic the soil behaves. 

StreSS Ratio J^SR) is used quantify the stresses that are anticipated to 
develop during cyclic shaking. The formula for CSR is shown below: 
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CSR = 0.65(̂ -)(~yd 

8 crvo 

a7x is the Peak horizontal acceleration at the ground surface generated by an 
earthquake, g is the acceleration of gravity, avo and a'vo are total and effective 

nmhahir ss.es' res.Pfct've'y, and rdis a stress reduction coefficient. • We use a 
probabilistic pseudo-peak horizontal acceleration of 0.54g, corresponding to a 10 
beenenLmah7eH°freXC7e?MnCe 5° yearS" Pseudo"Peak 9r°und accelerations have 

actMtny0™d S distances!" Se'Sm'C ̂  Wei9h'ed aCC°Unt f°r regi0nal selsmlc 

Soils that have significant amounts of plastic fines (greater than about 25 percent) or 
rISer tha" 2:5' and soils with corrected SPT blow counts greater than 30 blows 

per foot or corrected CPT tip resistances greater than 160 are considered either too 
plastic or too dense to liquefy. Such soil layers have been screened out during our 
analysis and are not presented below. 

The FS against liquefaction can be expressed as the ratio of the CRR to CSR If the FS 

is possible that the soil layer mav Iiquefy dur,n9 a 

FS = 
• CSR 

A summary of our analysis CPT data are presented in the table.below. An analysis was 
not performed on the SPT data collected in hollow stem borings since blow counts in 
hollow stem borings may be unreliable in sands below the ground water table. 

Table 1, Results of Liquefaction Analyses 

CPT 
Number 

CPT-1 

Depth to Top 
of Sand or 
Silt Layer 

(feet) 

Layer 
Thickness 

(feet) 
dCIN 
(tsf) 

*dClN-CS 
(tsf) 

Factor 
of 

Safety 

Estimated 
Total 

Settlement 
(in.) 

Estimated 
Differential 
.Settlement 

(in.) 

CPT 
Number 

CPT-1 26.5 0.5 45 77 0.2 0.2 0.1 CPT-1 43 1.5 100 141 0.7 0.2 0.1 CPT-1 46.5 0.3 26 64 0.2 0.1 0.1 

CPT-5 20.5 3.5 117 133 0.6 0.8 0.4 CPT-5 
* CPT Hn r 

33 1.5 110 148 0.7 0.2 0.1 

3.3.3 Summary of Analysis Results 

Our analyses indicate that several sand and silt layers theoretically can liquefy, 
•^HUSSH ?Ut V2"i° 1"mCh °f t0tal settlement Estimates of volumetric change 
and settlement were determined by the Ishihara and Yoshimine (1992) method As 
discussed in the SCEC report, differential movement for level ground, deep soil sites, 
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of differential settlement0*9' eS"mated settlement' which V*"* about %- to.tMnch 

Icco^fthfooLmiluJ1^"/rf t0 determjne estlmated total settlement do not take Into 
sand bollsorflss m9r0 rupture' In order f°r liquefaction induced 
strata must py!rf [ i ' P°re water Pressure induced within the liquefied 
feast 20% frS of 7® Tl? C6 t0 break throu9h the surface layer- There is at 

ast 20 /2 feet of non-liquefiable material overlying the liquefiable layers at the site 

cao of nonTL'7 Ir" ̂  ̂  (1"5)'" is™ opinion that IhereTenough of a 
cap of non liquefiable material to prevent ground rupture at the site and that the 
aboye estimates of liquefaction induced settlement are rLsonable 

3.4 Differential Compaction 

Il^n7i^ache^0ilS vary in comP°sition b°th vertically and laterally, strong 
earthquake shaking can cause non-uniform compaction of the soil strata resultina in 
movement of the near-surface soils. Because the subsurface sd s Sn^ at the 
site are generally medium stiff to very stiff clays and medium' dense to denle sands 

abruptly overshorfrf")-' ^ d° T appear t0 chan9e ln thickness or consistency ' 
EJJZh distances, and provided that the undocumented fill be removed 

cô fcî  at trsteetoebe llWe JUdB* the Pr°babiHty °f S,gnlf,cant differentlal 

3.5 Lateral Spreading 

flft-lvina^lluvi^ myaPrLCrall^°CCUw 35 3 f°rm °f horizontal displacement of relatively 
water rLnn« matenal t°ward an open or "free" face such as an open body of 
theTrobabS nf i^r ^  nCe there are n° channels ciose to the site, we judge 
I© e probability of lateral spreading occurring at the site during a seismic event to be 

4.0 SEISMICITY 

4.1 Regional Active Faults 

s?a\efT?elSn7,̂ r:̂ iS T °fihe m°St seismical|V a*ive regions in the United 
states. The significant earthquakes that occur in the Bay Area are qenerallv 

Sê ullIS'-TT"' a'?,nS wel|-deflned' *«ve fault zones of the San 
Pan J yST' regionally trend in a northwesterly direction. The San 

o o m-t /Which generated the great San Francisco earthquake of 1906 passes 
'.v Sh p 80?^0! the Site- Three 0ther active faults in the site region a're the 

Hayward Fault, located 11.6 miles to the northeast, the Calaveras Fault located 14 l RSMthe potentiaNy active Monte v,sta - shann°"Fau,t' 

4.2 Maximum Estimated Ground Shaking 

According to Figure 3.5 of Seismic Hazard Zone Report 060 (CSG - 2003 Mountain 
the,magnitude~wei9hted pseudo-peak acceleration for the site with 

p rcent chance of exceedance in 50 years is approximately 0.54g. 
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4.3 Future Earthquake Probabilities 

Although research on earthquake prediction has greatly increased in recent years, 
seismologists cannot predict when or where an earthquake will occur. The U.S. 
Geological Survey's Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities (2003), 
referred to as WG03, determined there is a 62 percent chance of at least one 
magn'tude^S 7 or greater earthquake striking the San Francisco Bay region between 

. and 2032. This result is an important outcome of WG03's work, because any 
major earthquake can cause damage throughout the region. 

The 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake demonstrated this potential by causing severe ^ 
Af*.Ka9eJn 0akland ar>d San Francisco, more than 50 miles from the fault rupture. 
Although earthquakes can cause damage at a considerable distance, shaking will be 
very intense near the fault rupture. Therefore, earthquakes located in urbanized areas 
or the region have the potential to cause much more damage than the 1989 Loma 
Prieta earthquake. 

4.4 CBC Site Coefficients 

™CSS,.''SSued mapf locatin9 "Active Fault Near-Source Zones" to be used with the 
2001 California Building Code (CBC) ("Maps of Known Active Fault Near-Source Zones 
in California and Adjacent Portions of Nevada," CDMG/ICBO February 1998) Faults 
are classified as either "A," "B," or "C" as shown below. Only faults classified as "A" or 

are mapped since faults classified as "C" do not increase the near-source factor. 

Table 2. Seismic Source Definitions 

Seismic 
Source 
Type Seismic Source Description 

Seismic Source Definition* 
Seismic 
Source 
Type Seismic Source Description 

Maximum Moment 
Magnitude, M 

Slip Rate, SR 
(mm/yr) 

A 
Faults that are capable of producing large 
magnitude events and that have a high rate 
of seismic activity. 

M ^ 7.0 SR £ 5 

B All faults other than Types A and C. 
M ^ 7.0 
M < 7.0 
M £ 6.5 

SR < 5 
SR > 2 
SR < 2 

C 

• Mi-if-o. 

Faults that are not capable of producing 
large magnitude earthquakes and that have 
a relatively low rate of seismic activitv. 4-k T~T 7 7. 1 

M < 6.5 SR s 2 

determining seismic source type. 

10WNEYASSOCIATES 
Envlronmental/Geotechnlcal/Engineering Services 

Page 7 



Classic Communities, Inc. 
899-60, Classics at Evandale Avenue 

The following table lists Type A and Type B faults within 25 kilometers of the site: 

Table 3. Approximate Distance to Seismic Sources 

Fault Seismic 
Source Type 

. Distance 
(kilometers) 

Distance 
(miles) 

**Monte Vista - Shannon B 8.5 5.3 *San Andreas (1906) A 13.3 8.3 
Havward (Southeast Extension) B 15.9 9 9 Havward (Total Length) A 18.6 11.6 Calaveras B 22.5 14.1 "•Nearest type A fault '—— 

**Nearest Type B fault 

°n our explorations and maps of Santa Clara County (Rogers and Williams, 
fee> inH rn underlain by alluvial soils extending to depths on the order of 500 
and local seTsm^o!^9 ^h200? CBC ^ SOi' profile (s°)- Based on this information 
16ofthp InnTrnr 1 may be characterized for design based on Chapter 
16 of the 2001 CBC using the information in Table 4. 

Table 4. 2001 CBC Site Categorization and Site Coefficients 

Categorization/Coefficient Design Value 
Soil Profile Type (Table 16-J) Sr. 
Seismic Zone (Fiaure 16-2) 4 
Seismic Zone Factor (Table 16-1) 0.4 
Seismic Source Name San Andreas 
Seismic Source TvDe (Table 16-U) A 
Distance to Seismic Source (kilometers) 13.3 
Near Source Factor N-, (Table 16-S) 1.00 
Near Source Factor Nv (Table 16-T) 1.07 
Seismic Coefficient Ca (Table 16-0) 0.44 
Seismic Coefficient C. (Table 16-R) 0.68 

5.0 WATER SOLUBLE SULFATE EVALUATION 

To evaluate the corrosion potential of the near-surface soils at the site with respect t 
new concrete (POO, we submitted five soil samples collerted dudng our 
The resC fs Of fhr?,an,ana ytlC laboratory for watar soluble sulfate content testing. 
The results of this test are summarized in Table 5 below. 
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Table 5. Results of Water Soluble Sulfate Testing 

Soil 
Sample 

Depth 
(feet) 

Water-Soluble Sulfate (SO4) 
in soil, mg/kg 

EB-1 3.5 118 
EB-2 2.0 <5 
EB-2 4.0 126 
EB-3 1.5 108 
EB-3 4.5 106 

Sulfate ions in the soil can lower soil resistivity and can be highly aggressive to PCC by 
combining chemically with certain constituents of the concrete, principally tricalcium 
aluminate. This reaction is accompanied by expansion and eventual disruption of the 
concrete matrix. A potentially high sulfate content could also cause corrosion of the 
reinforcing steel in concrete. Table No. 19-A-4 of the 2001 CBC provides requirements 
for concrete exposed to sulfate-containing solutions as summarized in Table 6. 

Table 6. Relationship Between Sulfate Concentration and Sulfate Exposure 
(CBC Table No. 19-A-4) 

Water-Soluble Sulfate (SO4) 
in soil, mg/kg 

Sulfate Exposure 

0 to 1,000 Neqliaible 
1.000 to 2,000 Moderate1 

2,000 to 20,000 Severe 
over 20,000 Very Severe 

1= sea water 

Based on the laboratory test results shown in Table 5 and correlations shown in 
Table 6, it is our opinion that on-site near-surface soils would have negligible impact 
to PCC with respect to sulfate exposure. This is relatively consistent with "the findings 
by JDH Corrosion Consultants. 

6.0 CORROSION EVALUATION 

To evaluate the corrosion potential of the subsurface soils at the site with respect to 
underground utilities, we submitted three samples collected during our subsurface 
investigation to an analytical laboratory for pH, soluble sulfate, resistivity, and chloride 
content testing. We also subcontracted with JDH Corrosion Consultants, Inc. to 
prepare a report summarizing the site corrosion potential. Their report is presented in 
Appendix C of this report. 
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7.0 CONCLUSIONS AND DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS 

7.1 General 

ZlT,3 ge°techn,ical engineering viewpoint the proposed development may be 
constructed as planned, provided design and construction are performed in accordance 
with the geotechnical recommendations presented in this report accordance 

The primary geotechnical concerns at the site are as follows: 

• Expansive soils 
• Undocumented Fill 
•. Potentially liquefiable sand and silt layers 
• Relatively shallow ground water 

For this report we have prepared a brief description of the issues and presented 

typical approaches to manage potential concerns associated with the long-term 

performance of the development. 9 

7.2 Expansive Soils 

"e(.ar"fUIf?Ce ,clays have moderate plasticity and expansion potential. To reduce 
aradP havp3! m ™age the P|anned structures, we recommend that slabs-on-
grade have sufficient reinforcement and be supported on a layer of non-expansive fill 
We understand that Classic Communities, Inc. would like to support the planned 
structures on post-tensioned mat foundations, which will be designed to accommodate 
Dre^eSn^d1nedthep?a.?Si0n °f °n"Site days' Detai,ed rBcommenSaSSS 
presented in the following sections of this report. 

7.3 Undocumented Fill 

EB-2 encountered abou<2V2 feet o)undocumented fill. To reduce 
P|anned structures, we recommendthat this fill be removed and 

s e r t t o n s o w ' S  D e t a " e d  r e c o m m e n d a t l ° n s  a r e  « »  f o l l o w i n g  

7.4 Liquefiable Sand Layers 

As reported above our analyses indicated that some of the sand and silt layers may 
heoreticaiiy liquefy and cause differential settlement to the foundations Therefore 

should des|gned to resist or accommodate this additional movement' 
Detailed recommendations are presented in the "Foundations" section of this report." 

7.5 Shallow Ground Water 

Ground water may significantly impact grading and below-grade construction. These 
impacts typically consist of potentially wet and unstable subgrade soils, difficulty 
dNsrn«AH compa J10"' and diff'cult underground utility installation. As previously 
?nfpp?hoi9™!! *er WaS encountered in our explorations at depths about 7W to 
the exktinn nrn ® 'n9 9r0Und Surface and may.fluctuate higher, up to 5 feet below 

existing ground surface, seasonally. Therefore, the contractor should be aware 
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thatexcavations extending near or below ground water may need to be stabilized 
and/or dewatered to facilitate placement and compaction of structures and backfill. 

7.6 Plans, Specifications, and Construction Review 

We recommend that our firm perform a plan review of the geotechnical aspects of the 
project, design for general conformance with our recommendations. In addition, 
subsurface materials encountered in the relatively small diameter, widely spaced 
borings and CPTs may vary significantly from other subsurface materials on the site. 
Therefore, we also recommend that a representative of our firm observe and test the 
geotechnical aspects of the project construction. This will allow us to form an opinion 
about the general conformance of the project plans and construction with our 
recommendations. In addition, our observations during construction will enable us to 
note subsurface conditions that may vary from the conditions encountered during our 
investigation, and if needed, provide supplemental recommendations. For the above 
reasons, our geotechnical recommendations are contingent upon our firm providing 
geotechnical observation and testing services during construction. 

8.0 EARTHWORK 

8.1 Clearing and Site Preparation 

The site should be cleared of all surface and subsurface deleterious materials including 
existing foundations, slabs, pavements, fills, debris, buried utility lines, trees, shrubs 
and associated roots. Abandonment of existing buried utilities is discussed below. 
Excavations^extending below the planned finished site grades should be cleaned and 
backfilled^ with suitable material compacted as recommended in the "Compaction" 
section of th's report. We recommend that backfilling of holes or pits resulting from 
demolition and removal of existing building foundations and buried structures be 
carried out under our observation and that the backfill be tested during placement. 

After clearing, any vegetated areas should be stripped to sufficient depth to remove all 
surface vegetation and topsoil containing greater than 3 percent organic matter by 
weight. At the time of our field investigation, we estimated that a stripping depth of 
approximately 2 to 3 inches would be required in vegetated areas. The actual 
stripping depth required depends on site usage prior to construction and should be 
established in the field by us at the.time of construction. The stripped materials 
desired rem°Ved fr°m the Site 0r may be stockP'led for use in landscaped areas, if 

Alternatively, the vegetated areas may be prepared for grading by mowing all surface 
vegetation so that only 1 to 2 inches of stubble remains. After removing the mowed 
vegetation from the site, the ground should be disked in two directions to a depth of at 
east 12 inches. In our opinion, this procedure should adequately mix the remaining 

organic root layer with the underlying soils prior to grading 

8.2 Removal Of Undocumented Fill 

Borings EB-1 and EB-2 were drilled on a landscape mound and encountered about 2Vz 
feet of undocumented fill. Fill may also be present within the existing building pad for 
the motel. We note that other explorations did not encountered any fill below the 
existing pavement section. To provide uniform support and to reduce the potential for 

LOWNEVASSOCIATES 
Envlronmental/Geotechnical/Englneerlng Services 

Page 11 



Classic Communities,. Inr. 

of the undocumented ̂ shoul^evaTua!^ depth 

sertlo^below6^1finsh™^^ * me6tS th6 requirements in the "Material for^FiiT'^6 

SISKJSRSRSSSSSSSSSS, 
8.3 Abandoned Utilities 

groutinSq°or Dhmmnn^''d!nPHare^tSp0U'd be removed °r abandoned In-place by 

Sft^SSBSESS&eB 
IT.RR.*£SE''- "••> *•—»» 

8.4 Subgrade Preparation 

been mJde'e^no^d6" rperly,deared' striPPed. and necessary excavations have 

in the^CoVptrtoTsecta 'Th^she^comD^t rdeco"rnei!?dat'ons for fi" Presented 

non-yielding under the weight of compaction^qu^pment. 3 u'd de ^rm and 

tBhaeS|iima0torHlfJh0ratf0'y tes'results'the native soils are about 5 to 10. percent over 

SSSE^^F^wSSSSSSSfl" 
ZTlT'Pment and m,nimizlng to concentration of rubber-tired eoulDment 

clays eqU'Pment Wl" tend de-=tablliza 

8.5 Material for Fill 

Ail on-site soils below the stripped layer having an organic content of less than 
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Imported and non-expansive fill materials should be inorganic and should have a 
asticity Index of 15 or less. Imported fill should have sufficient binder to reduce the 

fmnn^Fii kSl^a °f foundation and utility trenches. Samples of proposed 
import fill should be submitted to us at least ten days prior to delivery to the site to 
allow for visual review and laboratory testing. This will allow us to evaluate the 
general conformance of the import fill with our recommendations. 

nnfLnKeiiatf0n sh.ou,d als° b,? given to the environmental characteristics and corrosion 
potential of any imported fill. Suitable documentation should be provided for import 
material. In addition, it may be appropriate to perform laboratory testing of the 
fnn'r0hm^M' characteristics and corrosion potential of imported materials. Import 
so Is should not be. more corrosive than the on-site native materials, including pH, 
soluble sulfates, chlorides, and resistivity. 

8.6 Reuse of On-site Recycled Materials 

If desired to reuse existing asphalt and/or concrete as engineered fill below sidewalks 
or pavements, we recommend that it be ground up to meet the gradation 
requirements of its intended use. If laboratory testing of the recycled material 
indicates that it meets Caltrans Class 2 specifications, it may be used as aggregate 
base beneath pavements and sidewalks. We should evaluate the proposed use of 
[2 ed materials prior to the work being performed. Recycled fill containing asphalt 
should not be used within habitable building areas. 

8.7 Compaction 

A" imporf,ed fil!' as wel1 as scarified surface soils with low plasticity in those areas to 
receive fill or slabs-on-grade, should be compacted to at least 90 percent relative 
compaction at a moisture content slightly above laboratory optimum as determined by 
ASTM Test Designation D1557, latest edition, except for the native expansive clays. 
The native expansive clays should be compacted to between 87 and 92 percent 
relative compaction at a moisture content at least 3 percent above laboratory 
optimum. Fill should be placed in lifts no greater than 8 inches in uncompacted 
thickness. Each successive lift should be firm and non-yielding under the weight of 
the compaction equipment. 

Since the native soils have relatively high moisture contents, earthwork contractors 
should anticipate that these soils may require drying (aeration) prior to use as 
engineered fill orsubgrade preparation even during summer months. Based on our 
aboratory test results, the native soils are about 5 to 10 percent over the estimated 
aboratory optimum moisture content. Consideration should be given to the use of 
light weight grading equipment and minimizing to concentration of rubber-tired 
f9u'pmenf Patter(>s during construction. The use of heavy equipment will tend to de
stabilize clays with high in-situ moisture contents. 

In asphalt pavement and concrete slab areas subjected to vehicular traffic and wheel 
loads, the upper 6 inches of subgrade and full depth of aggregate base should be 
compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction (ASTM D1557, latest edition) 
except for the native clays, which should be compacted as noted above. Aggregate 
base should be compacted at a moisture content near the laboratory optimum. 
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8.8 Trench Backfill 

Sl&r materials to be used around underground utility pipes 
wel -graded sand or gravel conforming with the pipe manufacturer's 

specifications ?ora?r s^ou'd be placed and compacted in accordance SThe project 
ahm/1 ^ u ? reclulremerits or governing jurisdiction. General fill to be used 
above pipe embedment materials should be placed and compacted in accordance with 

more stringent " recomme"dati°ns contained In this section, whichever la 

The surficiai soils encountered during this investigation may be used as general fill 

Materia'^for RII" s^rtin maAehria'S Pr°Vided they meet the recluira™nts of the 
ovlfw o u eCt,0n 0f thls report General fil1 should be placed in lifts not 
exceeding 8 inches in uncompacted thickness and should be compacted to at least 90 

SofSSS taSS5'?on (tAS™D1557'lalest editi°n) 
Srh hSii h 'S " ^commended. If the native expansive clays are used 
followed 'the expansive day compaction requirements stated above should be 

Ulrm^hT?Ular fackf u iS used in trenches' we recommend that a cut-off plug of low 
SSI tk' material be placed where such trenches enter the building and pavement 
areas. This reduces the likelihood of water entering the trenches from the landscaped 
areas and seeping through the trench backfill into the building and pavement areas 
and coming into contact with expansive subgrade materials. Paveme™ areas 

If ground water is encountered in deeper utility trench excavations, crushed rock mav 

confofmance' wit l^the'otoe'1 ̂  '"'"f0' l^"1 °f approved bV the local jurisdiction and in 
conformance with the pipe manufacturer's recommendations) in order to Drovide a 
rnn I-H°f in-9 pl,atform for utilitV Installation and backfill. The crushed rock should be 
observed P ^ Vibr3t0ry meth°dS Unti' n° further vo,ume reducb°n * 

8.9 Temporary Slopes and Trench Excavations 

at the^slte and P°nS'ble •"'J'" temP°rarY sloP^ a"<i Ranches excavated 
hLn h- u .?u design of anV required temporary shoring. Shoring, bracinq and 
g^lVsXstaSred bV the C°ntraCt0r«"• strictelt 

8.10 Wet Weather Conditions 

a!Jirl'tlntraCt0rSsh0uld be made aware of the moisture sensitivity of clayey soils 
conditions thpT.?3011!0" difficulties< If construction is undertaken during wet weather 
conditions, the surficiai soils may become saturated, soft and unworkable Saturated 
rnntPnrayieSUlr^aerating °r blending with drier soils to achieve a workable moisture 
K snH/ I®!! fti0n techniques might include the use of engineering 
fabrics and/or crushed rock or chemical treatment. Therefore, we recommend that 
OctobeT 9iV8n t0 construction during summer months, from late April to early 

npriSn.UShed "Compaction" section, the in-situ moistures are about 5 to 10 
percent above anticipated laboratory optimum. Contractors should be aware that 
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operation of heavy grading equipment can destabilize wet clays. Consideration should 
be given to the use of lighter weight equipment and sheepsfoot compactors to prepare 
the site subgrade. 

8.11 Surface Drainage 

Positive surface water drainage gradients (2 percent minimum in landscaped areas 
and 1 percent minimum in paved areas) should be provided adjacent to buildings to 
direct surface water away from foundations and slabs towards suitable discharge 
facilities. Ponding of surface water should not be allowed on or adjacent to structures, 
slabs-on-grade, or pavements. Roof runoff should be directed away from foundations 
and slabs-on-grade preferably into closed pipes that discharge into the storm drain 
system. Downspouts may discharge onto splash-blocks provided the area around the 
splash block is covered with concrete slabs or asphalt concrete pavements that drain 
to appropriate inlets. 

8.12 Storm Water Management 

As discussed in the Site Conditions" section of this report, the native surficial clayey 
soiishave moderate plasticity and are anticipated to have a very low infiltration rate. 
In addition, ground water at the site was encountered at relatively shallow depths of 
about 7Vi to 10 feet below the ground surface. Historic high ground water is reported 
/lilrm 5 feet (CGS'. 2003). The Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) requires that a minimum of 10 feet be maintained between the seasonal 
higlrground water level and the bottom of any infiltration facility. Since this 
requirement cannot be met, infiltration facilities would require pre-treatment of 

runo^ water, and potentially roof runoff, prior to entering any infiltration 
facilities. Due to the low infiltration rate and regulatory restrictions, significant 
infiltration of-storm water may not be feasible as part of a storm water 
retention/detention program. In addition, as discussed below, due to the moderate 
plasticity surficial soils, it is recommended to restrict surface water-infiltration adjacent 
to foundations and pavements. Bio-swales in conjunction with site storm drainage 
may be used adjacent to pavements as long as pavement cut-offs are incorporated in 
the civil plans. 

8.13 Landscaping Considerations 

As the near-surface soils are moderately expansive, we recommend greatly restricting 
mount of.sucface. water infiltrating these soils near structures and slabs-on-grade. 

This may be accomplished by: 

" Selecting landscaping that requires little or no watering, especially within 3 feet 
of structures, slabs-on-grade, or pavements, 

• Using low precipitation sprinkler heads, 

Regulating the amount of water distributed to lawn or planter areas by 
installing timers on the sprinkler system, 

• Providing surface grades to drain rainfall or landscape watering to appropriate 
collection systems and away from structures, slabs-on-grade, or pavements, 

LOWNEYASSOCIATES 
Envlronmental/Geotechnlcal/Englneerlng Services 

Page 15 



Classic Communities, Inc. 
899-60, Classics at Evandale Avenue 

Preventing water from draining toward or ponding near building foundations, 
slabs-on-grade, or pavements, and 

• Avoiding open planting areas within 3 feet of the building perimeter. 

* We recommend that the landscape architect incorporate these items into the 
landscaping plans, and that we review the plans before construction. 

8.14 Construction Observation 

nf?horeSe?atiVe ?°m °LUI" company should observe and test the geotechnical aspects 
of the grading and earthwork for general conformance with our recommendations 
including, site preparation, selection of fill materials, and the placement and 
compaction of fill. To facilitate your construction schedule we request sufficient 

otification (48 hours) for site visits. The project plans and specifications should 
incorporate all recommendations contained in the text of this report. 

9.0 FOUNDATIONS 

We understand that Classic Communities, Inc. would like to support the proposed 
residential buildings on post-tensioned mat foundations, which from a geotechnical 
standpoint is feasible. Detailed recommendations are presented below. 

9.1 Post Tensioned Mats 

The proposed buildings may be supported on post-tensioned mats provided the 
subgrade is prepared, in accordance with the recommendations presented in the 
Subgrade Preparation" and "Compaction" sections of this report. Before mat 

construction, the subgrade surface should be proof-rolled to provide a smooth, firm 
surface for support of the mat. 

Post-tensioned mats should be designed in accordance with the criteria presented in 
Table 7 below, using an average allowable bearing pressure of 1,000 pounds per 
square foot (psf) for dead plus live loads with maximum localized bearing pressures of 

p to 2,500 psf at column or wall loads. Allowable bearing pressures may be 
increased by one-third for all loads including wind and/or seismic loading. The ( 
structural engineer should determine the mat thickness and reinforcing in accordance 
with the anticipated use and loading of the mat. 

Table 7. Post-Tension Design Criteria 

Condition Center Lift Edge Lift 
Edge Moisture Variation (ft.! 5.0 2.5 
Differential Soil Movement fin.1 1.7 0.6 

The above design criteria are based on the procedure developed by the Post-
ISif10'" K9 (1982) and Presented in the 2001 CBC using a depth to constant 
soils suction of 5 feet, and the Plasticity Index data presented on Figure B-l. The soil 
conditions were modeled using predominantly clay mineral type of Montmorillonite and 

Percent clay, as well as our engineering judgment and experience. We estimate 
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arpTJk nncth? ?»nC • °f ̂ uefactic?n-induced differential settlement across building 

ZTn P°sslb|e following strong seismic shaking as discussed in the "Liquefaction" 

of nlc?V additional differential settlement should be incorporated into the design 
of post-tensioned mat.foundations. a 

hLwno1^5?? be,°w'.i,: is essent'al that the building pad, which is the mat foundation 
Tf h. i?HinoU H6' npt m.?lst ?y regular sprinkling with water to prevent desiccation. 

'/nH nof KP H are alo™ed t0 dry out Prior t0 pouring concrete, the soil will shrink 
and potentially cause additional differential foundation movement not accounted for in 
the design once the soil is re-moisturized during the winter rains. If desired to 

r°r W.etn®ss in„habitable areas, the guidelines presented in the "Moisture 
Protection Considerations" should be considered. 

9.2 Building Pad Moisture Conditioning 

t1l°derate expansion, potential of surficial soils, we recommend that finished 
pads be moisture conditioned to at least 3 percent over optimum in the upper 

2 inches of the building pads prior to placing the moisture barrier system. If the 
t0 ̂  °Ut significant|y' musing shrinking and cracking, re-

moisturizing of the building pads may take several days of soaking or remixing and 

naHCmha M h lup.pejr 12 inches of the Pads- The moisture content of the finished 
barrier checkdd within 24 hours prior to the construction of the moisture 

9.3 Lateral Loads 

an?? l0adS "lay be ruesistfd bV friction between the bottom of post-tensioned mats 
d the supporting subgrade. A maximum allowable frictional resistance of 0.25 may 

be used for design. In addition, lateral resistance will be provided by passive soil 
pressure acting against the sides of mats cast neat against competent soil. We 

S?™"1 .! an aJ!°wab,e Passive pressure based on an equivalent fluid pressure 
ch M Pounds.per Sub'c f00t (pcf) be used in design. The upper 12 inches of soil 
should be neglected when determining lateral passive resistance. 

9.4 Moisture Protection Considerations 

Since the long-term performance of concrete mat foundations depends on good 

design, workmanship, and materials, the following general guidelines are presented 
for consideration by the owner, design team, and contractor. We note that some of 
these guidelines may differ from local practices, and emphasize that they should be 
considered as the owner's option. The purpose of these guidelines is to aid in 

producing a concrete mat of sufficient quality to allow successful installation of floor 
coverings and reduce the potential for floor covering failures due to moisture-related 
prooiems. 

These guidelines may be supplemented, as necessary, based on the specific project 
requirements. Please note that these guidelines are intended to work together to 

™ e f PS 0| °f '°ng-term moisture emissions. We should be consulted if some but 
not ail of the guidelines are incorporated into design and construction. These 
guidelines are best suited for conventional concrete design; if high fly ash content 
concrete will be used, these guidelines may need to be modified. 
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F17dF n ^ u mi"imiim iO-mil-thick vapor barrier conforming to ASTM 
vani hSaSS Pi ?irectly below the mat foundation. A higher quality 

por barrier (Class A or B) may be used at the owner's option. The vapor 

stoufd I eHXtTd„t0 W"hin 12 t0 18 inCheS 0f the ed»e 0f the mat and should be sealed at all seams and penetrations. 

" Ih6M:°ncretewater/cement ratio should not exceed 0.45. Midrange plasticizers 
could be used to facilitate concrete placement and workability. 

^nrerr?h0U!d n°ibe added after initial batchin9r unless the slump of the 
exceed 0 45eSS specified' and the resulting water/cement ratio will not 

Polishing the concrete surface with metal trowels should not be permitted. 

fb" f mS,imrS<?SHt0 rec®ive.any type of floor cove™9 should be moist cured 
for a minimum of 7 days. Moist curing methods may include frequent 

9 u°r ,UJT9 coverin9s such as burlap, cotton mats, or carpet. The 
re^st placed as soon as the concrete surface is firm enough to 
allowedtod J n !SaAe- 1 covering should be kept continuously wet and. not 
allowed to dry out during the required curing period. : 

• Water vapor emission levels and pH should be determined as required by the 
manufacturers of the floor covering materials before f loor instal lat ion. 

a and calculations should be made according to ASTM F1869-98 
ana t-/io-98 protocol. 

The guidelines presented above are based on information obtained from various 
rp!nJC?AS0UrCer including the American Concrete Institute (ACI) and Portland 
?Sduc^ !°r,(P^' and are intended t0 present information that can be used 
to reduce potential long-term impacts from slab moisture infiltration. 

10.0 RETAINING WALLS 

10.1 Lateral Earth Pressures 

^P?P°S\d relainin9 wal,s shou'd be designed to resist lateral earth pressures from 
adjoining natural materials, backfill, and surcharge loads. Provided that adequate 

from movemenrate?h^reChmH ende^bel0W' We recommend that walls restrained 
from movement at the top be designed to resist an equivalent fluid pressure of 45 
ZZ^?blC ,?0t (pCf) Plus a unlf°rm prasadre 8" Pounds per square Toot, 
where H is the distance in feet between the bottom of the footing and the top of the 
eqlaSnnt?, r a'S1be deSlgned * resist an addi ̂  ~ P^sure 
S-=in to one-half of any surcharge loads applied at the surface. Any unrestrained 

pressure o?45 p<? DIUITP ̂ h^1?96 Sh0U!? be deS'9ned t0 reslst an equivalent fluid pressure of 45 pcf plus one-third of any surcharge loads. 

dra1nabn°eVhlĥ HaLefrth ,frassures ass"me level backfill conditions and sufficient 
wXTflttrnMnn^nH/n ? U"d"Up of hydrostat|P Pressure from surface 
HI^WIHIH and/or a rise in the ground water level. If adequate drainage is not 
p ed, we recommend an equivalent fluid pressure of 40 pcf be added to the values 
recommended above for  both rest ra ined and unrest ra ined wa' l ls .  Dampp^ 
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undesirable! ^ induded in areas where wa" moisture and efflorescence would be 

10.2 Drainage 

system ?hoildnrnn^kfanfbei>™Vh 6d- bV 9 subdrain system behind the walls. This 
system should consist of a 4-inch minimum diameter perforated pipe Dlaced near Hip 
h3Smi Wa" (Perforations placed downward). The pipe should be bedded and 
backfilled with Class 2 Permeable Material per CaltransStandart SpecSons fatest 
d'don; Jhe Permeable backfill should extend at least 2 feet out from the wall and to 

within 2 feet of outside finished grade. Alternatively, VHnch ?o Z crushed roc? 
may be used in place of the Class 2 Permeable Material provided the crushed rock and 
pipe are enclosed in filter fabric, such as Mirafi 140N or Equivalent Theupper 2feet 
cnii^Th3 hlisbou,d consist of relatively low permeable compacted on-site clayey 
soil. The subdrain outlet should be connected to a free-draining outlet or sump. 

Miradrain, Geotech Drainage Panels, or Enkadrain drainage matting may be used for 
" Thi dramage as a" alternative to the Class 2 Permeable Material or drain rock backfill 

The drainage panel should be connected to the perforated pipe at the base of the wall' 
to 24?nZTr Ci°se,d th™"9h-wall system. MlradralnPpanels shoSfjleminate Is 

^ 1 exter'°r grade. The Miradrain panel filter fabric should be 
adjacent soir the Pa"el t0 pr°tect * from intrusi°n of the 

10.3 Backfi l l  

Backfill placed behind the walls should be compacted to at least 90 percent relative 
~n 1I,9M impaction equipment. If heavy compaction equipment is 

used, the walls should be temporarily braced. 

10.4 Foundation 

Retaining walls may be supported on a continuous spread footing desiqned for 

loadsm3 0DO nrff beTin9 f"?SS!ireS 0f 2'000 pounds per s«uare foot (Psf) for dead 
wind or seism^f TESAM f' and live loads' and 4,000 psf for all loads Including 

presented Z&lgZSSZST ** "'"endear 

ch^?iHtin9,S sbouJd have a minimum width of 12 inches and the bottoms of the footings 
aSpntXnen'VI M 18 inCh6S be'0W the '°West adjacent finished grade. Lowest 
fiSSn p ? 9r!, may be taken as the bottom of interior slabs-on-grade or the 

^en0r 9rade' exc;luding landscape topsoil, whichever is lower. Because the 
surficial soils are moderately expansive, these relatively deeper footings are 
mjrtnaK t t0M placa bearin9 surfaces below the zone of significant moisture 
fluctuation to reduce the effects of heave and shrinkage. 

These maximum allowable bearing pressures are net values; the weight of the footina 

should^ave their bearina s" A" f°°tln9S '°Cated 'dJacent<° 
snouid have their bearing surfaces below an imaginary 1:1 (horizontakvertican Diane 
projected upward from the bottom edge of the trench to the footing. 
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stiucS^ be reinforced with top and bottom steel to provide 
structural continuity and to permit spanning of local irregularities Footina 

' destoa r ̂ i1"" be ^ I"0'5' by resular s"rmk»"9 ^ to prevlnt 
SSSS«"h'Sl that we obseree the f00tin9 excavations baf°re the 

Jo the relatively light loading of the anticipated site retaining walls we estimate 
that total static settlement will be less than approximately VHnch 

11.0 PAVEMENTS 

11.1 Asphalt Concrete 

anR-?aa|LneteltToProStHJLbflk SamP'e °f lhe SUrfaCe s°" al the site and Performed 
1to Provide data for.pavement design. The results of the test are 

included in Appendix B and indicated an R-value less than 5. Because the surface 
soils varied across the site, we judged an R-value of 5 to be appropriate for pavement 

HpV2n" HSfh9 f^imated traffic indices for various pavement-loading requirements we 

the cXans Hio°hwavnn reco™mendfd Pavement sections based on Procedure 608'of 
tne Laltrans Highway Design Manual, presented in Table 8. 

Table 8. Recommended Asphalt Concrete Pavement Design Alternatives 
PaVement Components 

Design R-Value = 5 

General 
Traffic 

Condition 

Design 
Traffic 
Index 

Asphalt 
Concrete 
(Inches) 

Aggregate 
Baserock* 
(Inches) 

Total 
Thickness 
(Inches) 

Automobile 
Parking 

4.0 2.5 8.0 10.5 
Automobile 
Parking 4.5 2.5 10.0 12 5 Automobile 
Parking Channel 

5.0 3.0 10.0 13.0 
Automobile 
Parking Channel 5.5 3.0 12.0 15 0 Truck Access & 
Parking Areas 
*Caltrans Clasc i ar 

6.0 3.5 13.0 16.5 
Truck Access & 
Parking Areas 
*Caltrans Clasc i ar 

6.5 4.0 14.0 18.0 

11.2 

the I !1C H *1 ? in our pavement design are considered reasonable values for 

vears w^th a nnrml?Pme ? < « °UJ,d Pr°vide a Pavement life of approximately 20 
ncfn ii a.normal ampunt of flexible pavement maintenance. The traffic parameters 

furnished to'us snrh6 baS,ed °n en9ineerin9 lament and not on XmTtfon 
mshed to us such as an equivalent wheel load analysis or a traffic study. 

Portland Cement Concrete Pavements 

^a.ti0n-S f°r ®xterior Portland cement concrete (PCC) pavements are 
presented below in Table 9. Since the expected Average Daily Truck Traffic (ADTTj is 
not known at this time, we have provided alternatives for minimum pavement 

development? °WaWS ̂  Sh°U'd Ch°SSn that ls greatar 'hanexPetted for the 
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Table 9. Recommended Minimum PCC Pavement Thickness 

Allowable 
ADTT 

Minimum PCC 
Pavement Thickness 

finches) 
0.8 5 
13 572 

130 6 

th,cknes? 15 basad on an R"value of 5 and a 28-day unconfined compressive 

?2pcS.raf°n - 3,500 pounds per s9uare inch- ^ addition, our design 
pavements are restrained laterally by a concrete shoulder or curb and 

that all PCC pavements are underlain by at least 6 inches of Class 2 aggregate base 
We recommend that adequate construction expansion and control joints be used in 
design of PCC pavements to control the cracking inherent in this construction. 

11.3 Permeable Pavers 

^rmabnnfP7erS ,should be supP°rted on a layer of bedding material in accordance 
with manufacturers specifications overlying at least 12 inches of Vz- to 3/4-jnch clean 
crushed rock. The crushed rock should be consolidated in place with vibratory 

c?uTZierntri,DJf|endin9f gradation of the aggregate joint filler compared to the 
crushed rock, a layer of filter fabric Mirafi 140N or equivalent may be needed to 

prevent migration of the aggregate joint filler and bedding into the supporting crushed 
rock section. The subgrade soil should be scarified to a depth of at least 6 inches, 
moisture-condition, and compacted to at least 95 percent relative compaction. If the 
subgrade consists of native expansive clays, it should be compacted to between 87 to 
92 percent at a moisture content at least 3 percent over laboratory optimum as 

ch? iTh i Y ^1 ?M TeSt Desi9nation D1557, latest edition. A layer of filter fabric 
should be placed between the subgrade and the crushed rock section to prevent soil 
migration into the structural section. The permeable pavers should be restrained 
laterally with concrete curbs extending into the subgrade at least 3 inches. 

To improve pavement stability during rainy months and reduce long-term 

au,aTr °J biaxial geogrid (Tensar BX-UOO or equivalent) may be placed 
within the crushed rock section, 4 inches above subgrade, if desired. In addition, an 
overflow drainage system should be provided to prevent the structural section from 
being completely full of water, which could cause movement of the pavers when 

loaded. A 4-mch-diameter perforated pipe should be placed within the section such 

u tP'pe mvert is at least 8 inches below finished paver grade. The drain pipe 
should be connected to the storm water collection system. The drainage system 

allows for a period of water storage and potential water percolation into the subgrade, 
while protecting the structural section. y ' 

11.4 Pavement Cutoff 

beneafh n"luonminf S?il^a!i-the<.?!te are moderate|y expansive, surface water infiltration 
fho nt? .T ' '"f'ud'ng.the concrete paver section, could significantly reduce 
n..,P^eri1en desi?n life. While the amount of reduction in pavement life is difficult to 
quantify, in our opinion, the normal design life of 20 years may be reduced to less 
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required.yearS Therefore' lon9-te™ maintenance greater than normal may be 

'I18 n J6d f0r additlonal long-term maintenance, it would be beneficial to 

cm-off wairf6 Pavamen's frr landScape water Infiltration by means of a concrete 
h , ,a' de®Pened curbs, deepened containment curbs for the pavers redwood 

life and a^^e^than^-i015^6 Earr'er'" or oouivalent. However, If rXed pavement 

-V,5e eliminated. 

PSR ÊTATD^̂ D^̂  
anrd'plLement alongDthVldahe%??herate eXpansive cla7 at the s|te, minor cracking 
should be anbclpated? 9 the PaVement and the concrete curb apd Sutter 

11.5 Exterior Flatwork 

moderate expansion potential of the surface soils, we recommend that 
suppMed orartleLT?in"rhtWOrf a"d sldewalks be at least 4 inches thick and 
fmport so^lWitt a PI^ esl tha^fs X1an.SlVe "" (NEF)- The NEF maV consist .of an 
riLJe ->V . u than 15' or a select material such as sand, quarry fines or 
Jirfrt ®99re9ate base- The upper 4 inches of the NEF should consist of Class 2' 
ggregate base. Recycled granular materials may be reused as discussed in the 
Reuse of On-site Recycled Materials" section. aiscussed in the 

atvofMouniin vhe Pdb|lcrl9ht-°f-way Should be constructed In accordance with the 
City of Mountain View requirements. The subgrade and aggregate base should be 
"SSi t" compacted in accordance with the recommendations presented in the 
Earthwork" section. If concrete flatwork is subject to wheel loads thT 

.^ZK,u£3Tentad ̂  the "POrt'and C8ment Eoncrete Pavements" section 

11.6 Asphalt Concrete, Aggregate Base and Subgrade 

concr!ete and aggregate base should conform to and be placed in accordance 
SSU T r?qnuirementS of Ca I trans standard Specifications, latest edWon except that 
Sfe aolrenatf^natl0on D1557 sh°"'d b* to determine the relaiiva^compartion of 
the aggregate| base. Pavement subgrade should be prepared and compacted as 
described in the Earthwork" section of this report. compacted as 

12.0 LIMITATIONS 

SDecifmaMv prepared ?r the sole use of Classics Communities, Inc., 
IRO A 9 ^ construction of the residential development to be located at 
180 Evandale Avenue and 185 Fairchild Drive in Mountain View California The 
opinions presented in this report have been formulated instancewi h qlnerallv 
^ rhKim9^eChniCal en9inear'n9 Practices that exist in theSanFran2S,BayAraa 

e t me this report was written. No other warranty, expressed or imDlied is made 
or should be inferred. We are not responsible for the dWa presented byoihers 

The opinions, conclusions and recommendations contained in this report are based 

upon the information obtained from explorations at widely separated locations, site 
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SneeSa^ulmpnT TH^ mad® ^aMable t0 US' and upon local experience and 
H! Lcc?^ K ? u recommendations presented in this report are based on 
rln nnt Ho b !°nS K t -6 M°" and 9eo'°9'c conditions at or between borings and CPTs 

o not deviate substantially from those encountered or extrapolated from the 
XTSstr- In additi0n' 9e°teChniCai lssues ™ not 

drawle2?whnPnCl!n9ineer Sh,°",1d be retained to review the final specifications and 
intent of thpTpntrSh^6 fvailable'to ven<V these documents are consistent with the 
Snnri * h ge°techa,cal recommendations. The recommendations provided in this 
and JLH °n assumPtion that wa will be retained to provide observation 
and testing services during the construction phase of the project in order to evaluate 
compliance with our recommendations. If we are not retained for these services 

a rise du d n a^or^a fte r ro" °f ^ resP°nsibility for any potential claims that may Si conustructlon as a result of misuse or misinterpretation of Lowney 
rf°ah r.e£ others- Furthermore, Lowney Associates will cease to be the 
MSto'SsB,^Rfi00rd at the time an0ther conSu.ltant is retained for follow" 

mthis j?ort ar,e vaMd as °f the present date f°r the pr°perty 
time whpi-hSr rh c°ndltl0ns of a Property can occur with the passage of 
time, whether they are due to natural processes or to the works of man, on this or 

ocSrwheSertheS' Ghan9es in aPP'icable standards of practice can 
occur whether they result from legislation or the broadening of knowledge. 

°pmionfs Pfesfted in report may be invalidated, wholly or 
and shoulS nS h« S. °H °f°Ur Contro1- Therefore, this report is subject to review 
ft P HSPM f UP°n after 3 period of three years' nor should it be used, or is 
it applicable, for any properties other than that evaluated. 
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APPENDIX A 

FIELD INVESTIGATION 

Our field investigation consisted of a surface reconnaissance and a subsurface exploration 
program using conventional hollow-stem auger drilling and CRT equipment ThTee SHnch-
4^feeterinXaHffiri'0ry vvere dri|led on January 3, 2005 to depths ranging from 34 to 
tmfarv 4 onn^ I ' hydrau,ical|V advanced on December 27, 2004 and 
January 4, 2005 to a maximum depth of 50 feet. CPT data was obtained at 0.16 feet 
oammetert' Th^n*^ h°I ""J tiP resistance' local friction' P°ro pressure and other 
KTfS il u obta,ned was correlated using the references cited, to determine the 
n£ctend S°H type' ®heaf" strength, equivalent Standard Penetration Test (SPT), N-value 
(blows per foot), and other parameters. The approximate locations of the borings and CPTs 
APM hv°Wn °n ' F'9Ure Z The soils encountered were continuously, logged in the 
System fASTM^Saf'descr,bad in accordance with the Unified Soil Classification 

loss'as we"as a key t0 the classiflcation °f the 

bounriS?iPcr?nHf \he borin9S and CPTs were determined by pacing from existing site 
n^ln rn and structures. Elevations of the borings were determined by interpolation from 
c^?hrJ?iHrhrr0V -H byBKF Engineers. The locations and elevations of the borings and 
CPTs should be considered accurate only to the degree implied by the method used. 

Representative soil samples were obtained from the borings at selected depths. All samples 

rptlkh "1? °UI" laboratory f°r evaluation and appropriate testing. Penetration 
°̂W CSUTnnS Were °btained by dropping a 140-pound hammer 30 inches. Modified 

California 2.5-inch I.D. samples and Standard Penetration Test (SPT) 2-inch O.D. samples 

fo^each 6 inches ofn^9^ samp,e.rs 18 '"ches and recording the number of hammer blows 
Ihe hnrinn Penetration. Unless otherwise indicated, the blows per foot recorded on 
Iht 1,=?? T• represent the accumulated number of blows required to drive the samplers 
s thfunco°rrtlpCd ^?ementS' en USin9 the SPT Sampler'the last two 6"inch increments 

Lnn^nHa? A SPT measured blow count. The various samplers are denoted at the 
appropriate depths on the boring logs and symbolized as shown on Figure A-l. 

Field tests included an evaluation of the unconfined compressive strength of the soil samples 
borinaa|r^Cafrhenetr0me-er device' The results of this test are presented on the individual 
boring logs at the appropriate sample depths. 

If?h^nr^d b°-ri^ and CPT logs and related information depict subsurface conditions only 
rlnnS iC at the Particular date designated on the logs. Subsurface 
conditions at other locations may differ from conditions occurring at these CPT locations. 
The passage of time may result in altered subsurface conditions due to environmental 
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ML tA sj 
d K8 
o S" 
m 3d 
r~i 
Pi 

SILTS AND CLAYS 
UQUID LIMIT IS LESS THAN 50 X CL H 1 cL",dlum pl08t,c,ty' «ro,e"' 

tA sj 
d K8 
o S" 
m 3d 
r~i 
Pi 

SILTS AND CLAYS 
UQUID LIMIT IS LESS THAN 50 X 

OL _ ̂  Organic silts and organic silty clays of low plasticity 

II" 
UJ 

c §» 

SILTS AND 
LIQUID LIMIT IS GREATE 

pi AYP 

MH sno°l?aeiLtictSsilts'CaCeOUS °f d,atomaceous fine sandy or silty 
II" 

UJ 

c §» 

SILTS AND 
LIQUID LIMIT IS GREATE 

V>Lr\T O 
R THAN 50 X CH ft ^ Inorganic clays of high plasticity, fat clays 

II" 
UJ 

c §» 

SILTS AND 
LIQUID LIMIT IS GREATE 

OH £ Organic clays of medium to high plasticity, orqanic silts 

HIGHLY ORGANIC SOILS 
\<V 

PT l~ jJ Peat and other highly organic soils 

200 

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

U.S. STANDARD SIEVE SIZE 
CLEAR SQUARE SIEVE OPENINGS 

SILTS AND CLAY 

~ IU 

SAND 

* 3/4" 3 

GRAVEL 

1 2" 

0.  

FINE 

38 n 

MEDIUM 

A 
| COARSE FINE | COARSE 

COBBLES BOULDERS 

I 

TERZAGHI 
SPLIT SPOON 
STANDARD PENETRATION 8 

GRAIN SIZES 

0 

19 76mm 

MODIFIED CAUFQRNIA 

SAMPLERS 

D&M 
UNDERWATER 
SAMPLER I SHELBY TUBE o NO RECOVERY 

SAND AND GRAVEL BLOWS/FOOT* 

VERY LOOSE 
LOOSE 

MEDIUM DENSE 
DENSE 

VERY DENSE 

0-4 
4-10 

10-30 
30-50 

OVER 50 

RELATIVE DENSITY 

SILTS AND CLAYS STRENGTH+ BLOWS/FOOT* 

VERY SOFT 
SOFT 

MEDIUM STIFF 
STIFF 

VERY STIFF 
HARD 

0-1/4 
1/4-1/2 

1/2—1 
1-2 
2-4 

OVER 4 

0-2 
2-4 
4-8 
8-16 
16-32 

OVER 32 

CONSISTENCY 

+Unconfined compressive: strength'^n%ons/sq!ft? as deWmi^ed ^yVe|aborator^hte^'r' ^1~3/'8 inch ':D') sPl!t sPoon (ASTM D-1586). 
test (ASTM D-1586), pocket penetrometer, torvane. or visual observation. 9 or aPPr0X|mated by the standard penetration 

KEY TO EXPLORATORY BORING LOGS 
Unified Soil Classification System (ASTM D—2487) 
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DRILL RIG: MOBILE B-53 

BORING TYPE: 8 INCH HOLLOW-STEM AUGER 

LOGGED BY: BMM 

START DATE: 1-3-05 FINISH DATE: 1-3-05 

EXPLORATORY BORING: EB-1 Sheet 1 of 2 

40.0 

37.5-

25.3 

13.0-

t- 10.0-

15-

25-

f9 .? p 0 aIeP°rt ty Lowney Associates, and should not be used as a 
at iho tim» S,en J d5scriPtion aPPlies °"'yla toe location of the exploration 
at the time of drilling Subsurface conditions may differ at other locations and may 

5?locatlon f"11 ,lme-Tha description presented Is a simplification of 
actual conditions encountered. Transitions between soil types maybe gradual. 

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS 

_ SURFACE ELEVATION: 40 FT. (+/-} 
SILT (ML) [FILL] — 
medium stiff to stiff, moist, dark brown to brown, trace 
organics, low to moderate plasticity, some fine sand 
Plasticity Index =11, Liquid Limit = 48 
I  C A M  r  A Y S  / i » l l  \  '  3  —  

PROJECT NO: 899-60 

PROJECT: CLASSICS AT EVANDALE AVENUE 

LOCATION: MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 

COMPLETION DEPTH: 45.0 FT. 

LEAN CLAY (CL) 
very stiff, moist, brown, some fine sand, moderate 
plasticity 

medium stiff, wet, gray with brown mottles 

SANDY LEAN CLAY (CL) 
medium stiff, wet, gray with brown mottles, fine to 
medium sand, low plasticity 

LEAN CLAY (CL) : 
medium stiff, wet, gray, some fine sand, moderate 
plasticity 

Continued Next Page 

GROUND WATER OBSERVATIONS: ~ ~ 

2: FREE GROUND WATER MEASURED DURING DRILLING AT 9.6 FEET 

lOWNEVASSOCIAES 
Environmental/Geotechnical/Englneerlng Services EB-l 



EXPLORATORY BORING: EB-1 Cont'd 
.53 I — DRILL RIG: MOBILE B-53 

BORING TYPE: 8 INCH HOLLOW-STEM AUGER 
LOGGED BY: BMM 

START DATE: 1-3-05 FINISH DATE: 1-3-05 

10.0 

- c <9 
iiE 3 

Sheet 2 of 2 

™s '°8 ls 3 Part of 3 r3P0rt by Lowney Associates, and should nol be used as a 
a l l t e  ° n ' X  1 ° t h e  l o o a t l o n  o f  , h e  e x P ' o r a t l o n  alkl. . or anu|no. subsurface conditions may differ at other locations and mau 

acluafcond ilnSain°n W".h " H%The descr,p|l0n presented Is a simplification of actual conditions encountered. Transitions between soil types may be gradual. 

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS 

PROJECT NO: 899-60 

PROJECT: CLASSICS AT EVANDALE AVENUE 
LOCATION: MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 
COMPLETION DEPTH: 45.0 FT. 

£ 

LEAN CLAY (CL) : 
medium stiff, wet, gray, some fine sand, moderate 
plasticity 

LEAN CLAY WITH SAND (CL) 
stiff wet, gray with brown mottles, fine to medium sand -
low to moderate plasticity • • ' ' 

CL 

-2.5 

50-

55-

60-

becomes gray 
medium stiff 

CL 

SANDY LEAN CLAY (CL) — 
.stiff wet, gray, fine to coarse sand, some fine gravel 
low to. moderate plasticity 

Bottom of Boring at 45 feet 

CL 

GROUND WATER OBSERVATIONS: " ~ 
2 : FREE GROUND WATER MEASURED DURING DRILLING AT 9.6 FEET 

p! 

27 H 

UJ 5? 

If 
2^ 5 O O 

CO ^ 
ZLL 

a 

CD 
co> (QGj 
Jco 
I-z 
lit . oo 

12 

15 

33 

O 

Undralned Shear Strength 
(ksf) 

O Pbckel Penetrometer 

A Torvane 

0 Unconflned Compression 

A U-U Trlaxial Compression 

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 

WWNEVASSOCIAES 
Envlronmental/Geofechnical/Englneering Services EB-l 
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DRILL RIG: MOBILE B-53 

BORING TYPE: 8 INCH HOLLOW-STEM AUGER 

LOGGED BY: BMM 

START DATE: 1-3-05 FINISH DATE: 1-3-05 

EXPLORATORY BORING: F.B-2 
PROJECT NO: 899-60 

Sheet 1 of 2 

41.0 

38.5-

21.3 

14.0-

11.0-

10-

30-

This log Is a part of a.reportby Lowney Associates, and should not be used as a 
stand-alone document. This description applies only to the location of the exploration 

at the time of drilling. Subsurface conditions may differ at other locations and mav 
change at this location with time. The description presented Is a simplification of 
actual conditions encountered. Transitions between soil types may be gradual. 

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS 

SURFACE ELEVATION: 41 FT. (+/-) 

PROJECT: CLASSICS AT.EVANDALE AVENUE 

LOCATION: MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 

COMPLETION DEPTH: 35.0 FT. 

SILT (ML) [FILL] 
medium stiff to stiff, moist, dark brown to brown, trace 
organics, low to moderate plasticity, some fine sand ML, FILL 

LEAN CLAY (CL) : — 
very stiff, moist, dark brown, some fine to medium 
sand, trace organics, moderate plasticity 
hard * 

CL 

medium stiff to stiff, wet, gray 

SANDY LEAN CLAY (CL) 
medium stiff, wet, brown, fine sand, some medium 
sand, low plasticity 

POORLY GRADED SAND WITH CLAY (SP-SC) 
medium dense, wet, gray to bluish gray, fine to coarse -
sand 

Continued Next Page 

GROUND WATER OBSERVATIONS: 
2-: FREE GROUND WATER MEASURED DURING DRILLING AT 9.5 FEET 
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Undrained Shear Strenglh 
(ksf) 

O Pocket Penetrometer 

A Tdrvane 

9 Unconflned Compression 

A U-UTriaxial Compression 
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CL 
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EXPLORATORY BORTNG: FR-? rnnf'rf 
•53 " LR-„ —— DRILL RIG: MOBILE B-53 

BORING TYPE: 8 INCH HOLLOW-STEM AUGER 
LOGGED BY: BMM 

START DATE: 1-3-05 FINISH DATE: 1-3-05 

Sheet 2 of 2 

ei 'P9 fs.? part of a reP°rt by Lowney Associates, and should not be used as a 
at the Ume oSn?' <PKS aPP,ies on|ylo tha location of the exploration 
Chanel mis Sinnwiih^3 CS ?KndLUons may dlffer al other ,ocat,<™ and may 
acSAnrt L . Ume The descnptlon presented Is a simplification of 
actual conditions encountered. Transitions between soli types may be gradual. 

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS 

PROJECT NO: 899-60 

PROJECT: CLASSICS AT EVANDALE AVENUE 
LOCATION: MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 
COMPLETION DEPTH: 35.0 FT. 

KOORLY GRADED SAND WITH CLAY (SP-SC) ~~ 
medium dense, wet, gray to bluish gray, fine to coarse H 
sand i 

o CO 

SP-SC 

"J ^ 20|-hzt 

Ps 

SANDY LEAN CLAY (Cp 
medium stiff, wet, light brown, some fine to coarse 

Asand, low plasticity . 

Bottom of Boring at 35 feet 

CL 
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Undralned Shear Strength 
(ksf) 

O Pocket Penetrometer 

A Torvane 

0 Unconfined Compression 

A U-U Triaxial Compression 
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45 

50-

55-
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GROUND WATER OBSERVATIONS: 
S-: FREE GROUND WATER MEASURED DURING DRILLING AT 9.5 FEET 
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DRILL RIG: MOBILE B-53 

BORING TYPE: 8 INCH HOLLOW-STEM AUGER 

LOGGED BY: BMM 

START DATE: 1-3-05 FINISH DATE: 1-3-05 

EXPLORATORY BORING: F.B-3 Sheet 1 of 2 

PROJECT NO: 899-60 

PROJECT: CLASSICS AT EVANDALE AVENUE 

LOCATION: MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 

COMPLETION DEPTH: 34.0 FT. 
• . is i00 .? p a report by Lown©y Associates, and should not be used as a 
stand-alone document. This description applies only to the location of the exploration 

at the time of drilling. Subsurface conditions may differ at other locations and may 
change at this location with time. The description presented Is a simplification of 
actual conditions encountered. Transitions between soil types may be gradual. 

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS 

SURFACE ELEVATION: 37 FT. (+/-) 
_2 inches asphalt concrete over 4 inches aggregate 
\Dass 
LEAN CLAY (CL) : — 
very stiff, moist, dark brown, some fine sand, moderate 
plasticity 
Plasticity Index = 25, Liquid Limit = 46 

brown with some reddish brown mottles 

medium stiff, grayish brown 

medium stiff, wet, grayish brown 

25.0-

15-

16.8-

13.0-

SANDY LEAN CLAY (CL) 
medium stiff, wet, grayish brown, fine to medium sand 
some fine gravel, low plasticity 

POORLY GRADED SAND WITH CLAY (SP-SC) 
medium dense, wet, brown, fine sand, some medium 
sand 

LEAN CLAY (CL) : 
medium stiff, wet, gray, some fine san'd, low to 
moderate plasticity 

30-' 
Continued Next Page 

GROUND WATER OBSERVATIONS: ~ 
S-: FREE GROUND WATER MEASURED DURING DRILLING AT 10.0 FEET 

Undrained Shear Strength 
(ksf) 

O Pocket Penetrometer 

A Torvane 

.0 Unconfined Compression 

^ U-U Triaxial Compression 

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 

AC 

OA 
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EXPLORATORY BORING: EB-3 Cont'd 
DRILL RIG: MOBILE B-53 

BORING TYPE: 8 INCH HOLLOW-STEM AUGER 

LOGGED BY: BMM 

START DATE: 1-3-05 FINISH DATE: 1-3-05 

Sheet 2 of 2 

« j £ F  i ,af??or!b" LowtleV Associates, and should nol be used as a 
Si the IE, ?*!?•<58CI|l"ion aPP|ies on|y10 ,h« location of the exploration 
rtSnr.i l mi "? « Subsurface conditions may differ at other locations and may 

actuaf cond tlnnfen™!* i TT™6 be?criPllon presented is a simplification of 
actual conditions encountered. Transitions between soli types may be gradual. 

MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AND REMARKS 

PROJECT NO: 899-60 

PROJECT: CLASSICS AT EVANDALE AVENUE 

LOCATION: MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 

COMPLETION DEPTH: 34.0 FT. 

LEAN CLAY (CL) 
medium stiff, wet, gray, some fine sand, low to 
moderate plasticity 

o <f) 

CL 

POORLY GRADED SAND WITH CLAY (SP-SC) 
-xdense, wet, brown, fine to coarse sand 

Bottom of Boring at 34 feet 

40—I 

SP-SC 

F\ ̂  
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11 

Undrained Shear Strength 
(ksf) 

O Pocket Penetrometer 

A Torvane 

% Unconfined Compression 

A U-U Triaxlal Compression 

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 

GROUND WATER OBSERVATIONS: ~ 
2: FREE GROUND WATER MEASURED DURING DRILLING AT 10.0 FEET 
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Friction Ratio '(%), Rf 

Robertson (1990) 

KEY TO CONE PENETROMETER TEST 
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qt (tsf) 
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0 100 o' 12 
rrn TT 
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Sil ty  Sand^Sand 
Sandy Si i t  
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Si l ty  Clay 

Clay 

Si l ty  Clay 
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Clayey Si l t  

Si l ty  Clay 

Clayey Si l t  

Clayey Si l t  

Si l t  

Clayey Si l t  

Si l t  
Sandy Si l t  
Clayey Si l t  

Si l t  

Clayey Si l t  
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CLayey Si l t  
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SBT: Soil Behavior Type (Robertson 1990) 

1/05*EB 

CONE PENETRATION TEST -CPT-1 

LOWNEVASSOCIATES 
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CONE PENETRATION TEST - CPT-2 
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APPENDIX B 

LABORATORY PROGRAM 

IftheDhvSInrt m9Jhro9ra,V Was directed toward 8 quantitative and qualitative evaluation 
verifying sod classtllT^Uon 03 Pr°Pert'eS °f the SOi'S U9deriyi"9 the slte a"d * 8i< 

Moisture Content. The natural water content was determined (ASTM D2216") on ?n <;nii 
These water— are — 

Diy Densities: In place dry density determinations (ASTM D2937) were oerformed on ifi 

»s t̂s»a2sssas-r 
System and to^va^uate the 2!** ̂  S°" aCC°rdanCe W,th the U"ified Soil Qas'sincatlon 
Figu^IM^ oUhrappendix e"PanS">n P°tena,h ReSU"S °f these lests are 

Washed Sieve Analyses: The percent soil fraction passing the No. 200 sieve (ASTM ' ' 

theseare sh3neon°tnhe he '1 "L" 'he classifi«ti0" °f these soils. Results of 
tests are shown on the bor|ng logs at the appropriate sample depths. 

R-Value: An R-value resistance test (California Test Method No. 301) was performed on a 
representative sample of the surface soils at the proposed parking area to provide data for 

Sr t̂ nnt30o1,9onunHTsh„e  ̂ «"*«*» <* less'than 5 at an exudaitn pressure 
of this appendix. square inch. The results of the test are presented on Figure B-2 

LOWNEYASSOCIATES 
Envlronmental/Geotechnlcal/Englneerlng Services 
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LIQUID LIMIT (%) 
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Sy
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Boring No. Depth 
(ft.) 

Natural 
Water 

Content 
(%) 

Liquid 
Limit 
(%) 

Plastic 
Limit 
(%) 

Plasticity 
Index 

. (%) 

Passing 
No. 200 
Sieve 

Unified Soil Classification Description 

• EB-1 2.0 38 48 37 11 SILT (ML) rFILLl 
IS EB-3 2.0 23 46 21 25 LEAN CLAY (CL) 

( 

, • 

Si io| 51 
l| 
k| o| 
CL| qJ c| o| 

lOWNEVASSOCIATES 
Environmental/ Geotechnlcal/Engineerlng Services 

PLASTICITY CHART AND DATA 
Project: CLASSICS AT EVANDALE AVENUE 

Location: MOUNTAIN VIEW, CA 

Project No.: 899-60- figure b-1 



Job No.: 899-60 
Client: 

Project: Classics at Evandale Avenue 

Sample EB-1, Bulk 

Soil Type: Dark brown siltv clav 
Specimen Number 

Exudation Pressure, psi 
'repared Weight, grams 

Final Water Added, grams/cc 
Weight of Soil & Mold, grams 
Weight of Mold, grams 
Height After Compaction, in. 
Moisture Content, % 
Dry Density, pcf 
Expansion Pressure, psf 
Stabilometer@1000 
Stabilometer @ 2000 
Turns Displacement 
R-value 

Date: 
Tested 
Reduced 
Checked 

Initial Moisture, 
R-value by 

Stabilometer 
DC 

26.5 
92.1 
43.0 

.140 
3.89 
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60 
a> 
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5 50 

o: 
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R-VALUE TEST 
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APPENDIX C 

CORROSION EVALUATION REPORT 

BY JDH CORROSION CONSULTANTS, INC. 

LOWNEYASSOCIATES 
Envlronmental/Geotechnlcal/Englneerlng Services 
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JDH Corrosion Consultants 
Incorporated 

January 18, 2005 

Lowney Associates 
405 Clyde Ave 
Mountain View, CA 94043 

Attention: 

Subject: 

Dear Mr. Le, 

Mr. Minh Le 

Site Corrosivity Evaluation 
Classics at Evandale Drive 

In accordance with your request, we have reviewed the laboratory soils data for the above 
referenced project site. Our evaluation of these results and our corresponding 
recommendations, for corrosion control for the above referenced project foundations and 
buried site utilities are presented herein for your consideration. 

SOIL TESTING & ANALYSIS 

Soil Chemical Analysis 

Three (3) soil samples from the project site were chemically analyzed for corrosivity by 
Cooper Testing Laboratories. Each sample was analyzed for chloride and sulfate 
concentration, pH, resistivity at 100% saturation and moisture percentage. The test results 
are presented in Cooper Testing Laboratories Test Summary dated 1/14/05. The results of 
the chemical analysis were as follows: 

Soil Laboratory Analysis 

Chlorides 13-60mg/kq Non-corrosive 
Sulfates 9 2 -  1 6 9  m a / k a  Non-corrosive ** 
pH 

o
 

C
O

 1 
CD r-

' 

Non- corrosive** 
Moisture (%) 23.3 - 27 Not-applicable 
Resistivity at 100% 
Saturation 

679 - 918 ohm-cm Corrosive 

With respect to bare steel or ductile iron. 
With respect to mortar coated steel 

47 Quail Ct, Suite 111 Walnut Creek, CA 94596 Tel. No. 925.927.6630 Fax No. 925.927.6634 



Site Corrosivity Evaluation 

DISCUSSION 

Reinforced Concrete Foundations 

Due to the relative absence of water-soluble sulfates in these soils, there is no special 
rtqU'lrJeTent f°r sulfate resistant concrete to be used at this site. The type of cement used 
should be in accordance with UB.C for soils which have less than 0.10 percentage by weight 
or water soluble sulfate (S04) in soil and the minimum depth of cover for the reinforcing steel 
should be as specified in UBC as well. 

Underground Metallic Pipelines 

The soils at the project site are considered to be "corrosive" to ductile/cast iron, steel and 
dielectric coated steel. Therefore, special requirements for corrosion control are required for 
buried metallic utilities at this site depending upon the critical nature of the piping. Pressure 
piping systems such as domestic and fire water should be provided with appropriate coating 
systems and cathodic protection, where warranted. In addition, all underground pipelines 
should be electrically isolated from above grade structures, reinforced concrete structures and 
copper lines in order to avoid potential galvanic corrosion problems. 

The conclusions and recommendations contained in this report are based on the 
information and assumptions referenced herein. All services provided herein were 
performed by persons who are experienced and skilled in providing these types of 
services and in accordance with the standards of workmanship in this profession. No 
other warrantees or guarantees, expressed or implied, are provided. 

We thank you form the opportunity to be of service to Lowney Associates on this project and 
trust that you find the enclosed information satisfactory. If you have any questions or if we 
can be of any additional assistance, please feel free to contact us at (925) 927-6630. 

LIMITATIONS 

J. Darby Howard, Jr., P. E. r 

JDH CORROSION CONSULTANTS, INC. 
Principal 

cc: File 25011 

JDH Corrosion Consultants, Inc. 2 



APPENDIX C 

Phase I and Screening Level Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, 2.26-Acre 
Lucky U Motel Property 185 Fairchild Drive Mountain View, CA, Geotrans 
Project #: 4960.019.01, Geotrans, Inc., April 13,2004. 



3035 Prospect Park Drive 
Suite 40 

Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-6070 

www.geotransinc.com 916-853-1800 FAX 916-853-1860 

PHASE I AND SCREENING LEVEL PHASE II ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
2.26-A CRE LUCKY U MOTEL PROPERTY 

185 FAIRCHILD DRIVE 
MOUNTAIN VIEW, CALIFORNIA 

April 13, 2004 

Prepared for: 

Classic Communities 
1068 East Meadow Circle 
Palo Alto, California 94303 

GeoTrans, Inc. 
3035 Prospect Park Drive, Suite 40 
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Phase I and Screening Level Phase II Environmental Assessment 
2.26-Acre Lucky U Motel Property, Mountain View, California April 13,2004 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE OF WORK 

GeoTrans, Inc. was retained by Classic Communities to perform a Phase I and 
screening level Phase II Environmental Assessment (Phase l/lI EA) of the 2.26-acre 
Lucky U Motel property located at 185 Fairchild Drive in Mountain View, California (the 
Property). The motel was constructed in the mid- to late-1940's and is located on a 
2,26-acre site. The Phase l/l I EA work presented in this report was conducted in 
accordance with the GeoTrans proposal titled Proposal for Phase I and Screening Level 
Phase II Environmental Assessment, 2.26-Acre Motel Property, 180 Evandale Avenue, 
Mountain View, California dated January 30, 2004. The 180 Evandale Avenue address 
corresponds to the back (southern) portion of the property that fronts Evandale Avenue; 
the current business address is 185 Fairchild Drive. Work was also performed in 
accordance with the scope of work and limitations of ASTM Standard E1527-00. 

The objective of the Phase l/ll EA activities was to provide an evaluation of current and 
historical use of the Property to assess whether such use has, or is expected to, result 
in environmental degradation of the Property, or Recognized Environmental Conditions 
as defined by the ASTM Standard. The ASTM Standard E1527-00 defines Recognized 

} Environmental Conditions as the presence or likely presence of hazardous substances 
or petroleum products on a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a 
past release, or a material threat of a release of hazardous substances or petroleum 
products into structures on the property or into the ground, groundwater, or surface 
water of the property. The term is not intended to include de minimis conditions that 
generally would not be the subject of an enforcement action if brought to the attention of 
appropriate governmental agencies. 

The scope of work conducted during the Phase l/ll EA consisted of the following: 

• Acquisition and review of a federal, state and local regulatory agency database 
search encompassing a one mile radius from the Property; 

• A review of historical aerial photographs of the Property and vicinity taken over 
the last 53 years; 

• A review of Santa Clara Valley Water District files for nearby release sites; 

• Review of City of Mountain View Building Department files for the Property; 

• Review of City of Mountain View Fire Department files for the Property; 
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• Review of historical street directory information for the Property; 

• A site reconnaissance of the Property and observations of adjacent properties; 

• Interviews with individuals knowledgeable of current and historic site use and 
ownership; 

• Review of several groundwater monitoring reports for the nearby MEW Study 
Area; 

• Interviews with the U.S. EPA Project Manager for the nearby MEW Study Area; 

• Screening Level Phase II soil and groundwater sampling and analysis; and 

• Preparation of this report. 
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2.0 PROPERTY DESCRIPTION, SITE RECONNAISSANCE, AND 
SURROUNDING LAND USE 

The Property consists of a 2.26-acre site supporting a single-story older style motel 
(motor court) in operation, and a vacant field behind the motel, at 185 Fairchild Drive in 
Mountain View, California (Figures 1 and 2). The assessor's parcel number (APN) for 
the Property is 160-07-007. In the center of the motel is the owner's residence, which is 
a two-story structure. The motel is horseshoe shaped with a lawn area and filled in pool 
in the center area. The motel contains 21 rooms and 10 garages; the garages are 
currently used for storage. Vibha Panchal is the owner the Property. 

The Property is located within the northern portion of a residential area in Mountain 
View. Commercial and industrial land uses occur north of the Property (Highway 101 
and Moffett Field, a Naval Air Station), and southeast of the Property (commercial 
buildings located east of Whisman Road, within the "MEW" Superfund site). To a lesser 
extent smaller commercial businesses such as auto repair facilities are located west of 
the Property along Tyrella Avenue near Fairchild Drive. 

Two well studied hazardous materials release sites are located near the Property 
(Figure 2). The "MEW" Superfund site, with releases from several sources (Fairchild, 
Raytheon, Intel) of chlorinated solvents including TCE to groundwater, is located east 
and southeast of the Property within an area bounded by Middlefield Road, Ellis Street, 
and Whisman Boulevard (hence the "MEW" reference). Also, the Moffett Field 
Superfund site is located north of the Property, across Highway 101. 

The Property appears to have supported open fields or agricultural fields (perhaps dry-
farmed grain) from at least the 1930s and 1940s, until the motel was constructed in the 
mid- to late-1940's. No information was uncovered to suggest that the Property 
supported an orchard, or other structures. 

Figure 3 is a plot plan of the Property, showing site features and the Phase II sample 
locations. An open field is located behind the motel, along Evandale Avenue. The 
entrance to the motel is from Fairchild Drive. 

2.1 Site Reconnaissance 

Mr. Tim Costello of GeoTrans visually assessed the Property on February 6, 2004. The 
Property owner (and on-site resident), Ms. Vibha Panchal, provided access to the 
building and accompanied Mr. Costello during most of the site reconnaissance. Ms. 
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Panchal was familiar with uses of the Property since the time her family purchased the 
Property in 1972 or 1973. The motel was in use at the time of the site reconnaissance. 
During the site reconnaissance the private residence, an empty motel room, a garage, 
and an out-building were entered, and exterior areas were assessed. 

Information obtained and observations made during GeoTrans' site reconnaissance are 
presented below. Photographs of the Property and vicinity are presented in Appendix 
A. 

At the time of the site reconnaissance, the Property was developed with the single-story 
motel, with a lawn area and filled-in pool in the front of the motel, and a vacant field 
behind the motel in the southern portion of the Property. The motel contained 21 
rooms, 10 garages (used for storage), and a 2-story residence in the center of the motel 
that also served as the office on the ground floor. 

The Property owners operate the motel and live in the 2-story central portion of the 
structure. The motel office was located on the ground floor within the private residence 
area. The motel rooms, numbered 101 - 121, contained a typical sleeping area and 
bathroom. The motel also contained 10 small garages. The presence of automobile 
garages were characteristic of these types of motor court motels constructed in the 
1940s. Most of the garages could not be entered because the wooden garage doors 
had been nailed shut. One garage was entered and was being used for storage of 
misc. materials (see photo). The garages were formerly entered via an asphalt drive 
located along the rear of the motel building. The garage doors are located along the 
outside (rear portion) of the building, and some garages had walk-through doors located 
in the interior portion of the building. The asphalt drive along the rear side of the 
building is still in place, but access to the drive is prevented by wooden fencing and 
gates installed along the front of the Property. According to Ms. Panchal, no storage, 
use, or release of hazardous materials occurred in the garages or elsewhere on the 
Property. 

Two metal plates were located within the asphalt driveway in front of the motel (see 
figures). According to Ms. Panchal, each metal plate marks the location of a septic 
tank. 

A lawn is located within the courtyard area in front of the motel. An in-ground pool is 
located in the north end of the lawn area, and was filled in with soil. Ms. Panchal stated 
that the pool was filled in about 15 years ago. Just west of the pool was a small shed 
that appeared to represent a pool maintenance structure that contained the pump and 
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other pool equipment. The shed was being used to store various misc. materials and 
garbage. 

The asphalt in front of the motel was in generally poor condition, with moderate cracking 
and asphalt patches. Minor oil stains, typical of vehicle parking areas, were present in 
many of the vehicle parking areas. An abandoned vehicle was located on the asphalt 
drive, near the center of the motel drive. 

A wooden fence was in place across the northwest and northeast portions of the 
Property to prevent access behind the motel (see Figure 3). Behind the motel the old 
asphalt drive accessing the garages was still in place. The balance of the Property 
consisted of an open field covered with annual grasses and weeds (see photos). A few 
fruit trees, planted by the Panchal family, were located in the north central portion of the 
field. According to Ms. Panchal, an old water well was also located in this portion of the 
Property. No field indication of the former well was noted during the site walk, but the 
tall grasses may have obstructed evidence of the former location of the well. Ms. 
Panchal stated that the City of Mountain View arranged to have the well abandoned 
about 15-20 years ago. Ms. Panchal also said that to her knowledge, the former well 

) was never used by her family. 

An automotive battery was present on the ground surface just behind the fence in the 
northwest portion of the Property (see Figure 3 and photo). No indication of leakage 
from the battery was noted. A few piles of landscape cuttings were present in the open 
field along Evandale Avenue. Aside from the one battery, and minor amounts of inert 
trash (paper, wood and metal) and landscape cuttings behind the motel, no other 
hazardous materials or debris were noted on the Property. 

No obvious signs of the presence of underground storage tanks, or storage or releases 
of hazardous materials, were noted on the Property. 

2.2 Adjacent Site and Vicinity Observations 

Adjacent land use is as follows: 

North: Fairchild Drive, Highway 101, and Moffett Field. 

East: Apartments and houses, another older style motel, and an office 
building at the corner of Fairchild Drive and N. Whisman Road. 

I 
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South: Apartments and houses. 

West: Apartments and houses, a mobile home park, and farther west 
along Tyrella Avenue an automotive repair business and a former 
gasoline station building. 

No groundwater monitoring wells were observed on or near the Property during the site 
reconnaissance. Review of groundwater monitoring reports for the MEW Superfund 
site, discussed in Section 5.2, depict regional groundwater monitoring wells in the 
overall vicinity of the Property, but no wells are shown to be located on the Property. 
According to the EPA project manager for the MEW site, Ms. Alana Lee, the closest 
groundwater monitoring wells to the Property are located on the motel site east of the 
Property on Fairchild Drive (at or near 277 Fairchild Drive). 
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3.0 HISTORICAL REVIEW 

GeoTrans reviewed historical aerial photographs, City of Mountain View Building 
Department files, City of Mountain View Fire Department files, obtained a City Directory 
review from EDR, interviewed staff from the Mountain View Library Historical Room, 
and interviewed the Property owner representative to assess historical features on and 
near the Property. Sanborn Insurance maps of the Property were sought, but were not 
prepared for the area of the Property. 

Copies of the aerial photographs are provided in Appendix B. A copy of a December 
1963 parcel map copied from the City of Mountain View Building Department files, and 
a current parcel map, are provided in Appendix C. A copy of the City Directory report 
from EDR is provided in Appendix D. 

3.1 Aerial Photograph Review 

Aerial photographs of the Property and vicinity from the years 1951, 1958, 1960, 1968, 
1974, 1980, 1988, 1996, and 2000 were reviewed. Aerial photographs were obtained 
from Pacific Aerial Surveys in Oakland, California, with exception of the 2000 aerial 
photograph that was obtained from the GlobeXplorer web site. Aerial photographs 
generally provide a surface view of land uses and changes in development over time. A 
brief description of each aerial photograph reviewed, with emphasis on changes to the 
land uses of the Property and surrounding area is presented below. 

6/24/51 
The Property supports a building that appears to be the Lucky U Motel. What appear to 
be asphalt drives are located in front and in back of the building. The southern portion 
of the Property is undeveloped, and two paths or dirt roads are visible leading from 
Evandale Avenue across the undeveloped field to the central portion of the motel 
building. Structures are located on adjacent properties; the structures to the south and 
east appear to be residential. A frontage road is located in front of the Property (in the 
present-day location of Fairchild Drive), and the Bayshore Highway (Highway 101) is 
also present. The land north of the highway appears to be an undeveloped agricultural 
field. 

3/2/58 
Features visible on the Property appear similar to those observed in the 1951 
photograph. The motel building, undeveloped field, and two paths or dirt roads across 
the field look unchanged since 1951. Surrounding properties appear to have undergone 
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additional development. The land north of Highway 101 has been developed with 
buildings and a baseball field. 

8/23/60 • 

No significant changes to the Property are evident as compared to the previous 
photographs. The paths or dirt roads across the field are no longer visible. The 
baseball field north of Highway 101 is no longer present. Surrounding land uses 
otherwise appear similar to those on the previous photograph. 

7/15/68 

A feature that corresponds to the in-ground pool is visible in the northern portion of the 
Property. A feature that could be a fence is located in the present-day location of the 
fence that prevents access from the north to the rear asphalt drive area. Otherwise, the 
Property appears similar to the previous photograph. Additional residential and 
commercial development has occurred in the vicinity of the Property since 1960, and 
Highway 101 appears to have been widened to 3 lanes in each direction since 1960. 

4/28/74 

The Property remains unchanged as compared to the 1968 photograph. The in-ground 
pool is clearly visible. The field in the southern portion of the Property remains 
undeveloped. Additional residential development has occurred to the west and 
southwest of the Property since 1968. 

7/22/80 

The scale of this photograph allows much more detail to be visible on and near the 
Property. The Property appears similar to present-day conditions, except that the in-
ground pool does not appear to be filled in. The field in the southern portion of the 
Property remains undeveloped. Surrounding land use appears unchanged since 1974. 

6/28/88 

The Property and surrounding land use appear similar to that observed in the 1980 
photograph. The trees in the field behind the motel are clearly visible, and small square 
features are visible in this area as well; the use of the features is not evident but they 
may represent small garden plots. Surrounding land use remains largely unchanged. 

10/8/96 

The Property and surrounding land use appear similar to conditions observed during the 
February 2004 site reconnaissance. 
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2000 
The Property and surrounding features appear similar to those observed during the 
February 2004 site visit. 

3.2 City Directory Review 

The History Room inside the Mountain View Library was visited to review historical 
information pertaining to the Property and vicinity. Historical Polk and Haines City 
Directories were reviewed to assess listings associated with the Property. In addition, a 
City Directory Report was ordered from EDR (Appendix D). 

The specific years searched for the City Directory Review are listed in the report in 
Appendix D. In summary, the City Directory Report, along with review of City 
Directories in the History Room and an interview with library staff in the History Room 
revealed the following: 

The Property likely had an address corresponding to Bayshore Highway 
prior to the early 1960's. Fairchild Drive first appears in 1964. A listing 
for Lucky U Motel appears in 1962 on Bayshore Highway (Note: 
according to the 1963 parcel map, the road in front of the motel was 
called "Frontage Road"). 

No listings for the Motel were found in street directories prior to 1962. 
Listings for the Lucky U Motel are present from the 1960's through the 
1990's; beginning in the late 1960's the listings are under Fairchild Drive. 
Other addresses listed in the 1968, 1975, 1986 and 1991 directories 
along Evandale Avenue and Fairchild Drive near the Property supported 
mostly residential land uses. A business called "Dan's Automotive" is 
listed at 111 Fairchild (corner of Fairchild and Tyrella, west of the 
Property) in the 1986 and 1991 directories, and this address is listed as 
"Fairchild Service Center Gas Sta" in the 1968 directory. This site 
appeared to be a former gas station during the site visit performed in 
February 2004. A business called "Mas Auto Service" is listed at 123 
Fairchild Drive, next door to 111 Fairchild, in the 1968 and 1986 
directories. Figure 2 identifies the location of these addresses along 
Fairchild Drive. 

I 
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3.3 Mountain View Fire Department 

The Mountain View Fire Department did not have any hazardous materials files for the 
Property, only routine fire safety inspection reports. No violations were noted in the two 
most recent inspection reports, dated 10/22/03 and 4/5/02. No indication of hazardous 
materials use or storage at the Property, including within the garages, was in the file. 

3.4 Mountain View Bui/ding Department 

Mountain View Building Department microfiche files were reviewed for the Property on 
February 6, 2004. Files for 185 Fairchild Drive and 180 Evandale Avenue were 
searched. A total of eight sheets of microfiche files were on file and were reviewed. 

The earliest file information was dated October 1968, and was a permit application for a 
2-story 15-unit apartment building at 180 Evandale, the present-day location of the 
vacant field. No file information was present suggesting that it was ever built. A parcel 
map was present in the file that has a prepared date of 1963; a copy of the map is 
included in Appendix C. 

) 

City inspection reports were on file under the 185 Fairchild Drive address dating back to 
1968. The 1968 inspections appeared to focus on the overall condition of the motel, 
and' included inspections for fire extinguishers, combustible waste (garbage), and a 
laundry room. The owner was listed as C. Ariani in April 1968, and as Fred and Virginia 
Robertson in March 1968. Various permits were on file for misc. repairs or 
improvements at the Property, including one for solar panels in 1985, a sign in 1975, 
and an electrical permit in 1995. The Property owner in 1975 was listed as M. P. 
Panchal, the current owner. 

No issues of environmental concern were noted in the building department records. No 
reference to the two septic tanks was present in the file, and no building design 
drawings were in the file. 

3.5 Interviews 

GeoTrans interviewed Ms. Panchal, the Property owner, during the site visit on 
February 6, 2004. Information provided by Ms.. Panchal was included in the Site 
Reconnaissance section of this report. In summary, Ms. Panchal was not aware of any 
current or former use, storage or release of hazardous materials on the Property. She 
stated that there are two septic tanks in front of the motel, beneath the asphalt, beneath 
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the two metal plates. Also, a water well was formerly located in the field behind the 
motel; the well was abandoned approximately 15-20 years ago. Ms. Panchal stated 
that her family has owned the Property since 1972 or 1973, and that it has always 
supported the motel during that time. Ms. Panchal did not have knowledge about uses 
of the Property prior to the early 1970's, but stated that she thought the motel was 
constructed in the 1940's. 

GeoTrans also interviewed an elderly staff member (volunteer) of the History Room in 
the Mountain View City Library. The elderly staff member grew up in Mountain View 
and had knowledge of general historical land uses in the vicinity of the Property. 
According to the staff member, the area in the vicinity of the Property used to be 
referred to as the "Hamwood Area". The area was not used for orchards, but likely 
supported agricultural fields where hay or wheat, tomatoes or berries may have been 
grown. 
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4.0 SITE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS 

4.1 Site Geology 

Mountain View is located within the southwest portion of the Santa Clara Valley, a 
northwest trending structural basin. The valley is bounded on the west by the San 
Andreas Fault and the Santa Cruz Mountains, to the east by the Hayward and 
Calaveras Faults and mountains of the Diablo Range, and to the north by the San 
Francisco Bay. The Santa Clara Valley is composed of water-bearing Plio-Pleistocene 
and Upper Quaternary sediments, which are underlain by older non-water bearing rocks. 
The Upper Quaternary sediments consist of up to 1,000 feet of poorly sorted gravel, 
sand and clay, which were deposited in alluvial fan and deltaic depositiona'l 
environments. 

The hydrogeologic conditions in the vicinity of the Property are well understood as a 
result of numerous site investigations and soil and groundwater cleanups in the MEW 
Superfund study area east and southeast of the Property, and as a result of assessing 
the upper 15 feet of soil during the screening level Phase II assessment GeoTrans 

) performed at the Property on March 2, 2004. Soils were found to be composed 
primarily of silty clay and silty sand from the ground surface to 15 feet in depth. 

4.2 Site Hydrogeoiogy 

General hydrogeologic conditions in the greater Mountain View area, and specific 
conditions within the MEW study area east and southeast of the Property, are well 
understood as a result of soil borings and groundwater monitor wells installed during 
groundwater investigations at various semi-conductor facilities and leaking UST sites. 
Also, depth to first encountered groundwater beneath the Property is known as a result 
of the MEW investigations and the on-site Phase II EA performed as part of this study. 

Based on findings of the Phase II assessment performed on March 2, 2004, first-
encountered groundwater beneath the Property occurs at between 10 and 15 feet in 
depth, rising to between 2.5 and 10 feet in depth in the boreholes. 

Based on GeoTrans' knowledge of hydrologic conditions in the Mountain View and 
MEW study areas, groundwater beneath the Property is expected to flow to the north-
northeast in the absence of pumping wells. A consistent north and north-northeast 
groundwater flow direction has been reported within the MEW site 

I 
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Several groundwater flow zones occur in the area encompassing the Property. The 
most shallow flow zone is referred to as the A zone, and is typically found at depths 
between 15 and 20 feet below ground surface (bgs) in the vicinity of the Property. The 
underlying B1 and B2 flow zones occur deeper; the B1 typically occurs at approximately 
35 - 40 feet bgs near Highway 101 (near the Property), and the B2 zone occurs at 
deeper depths. 

4.3 Site Topography 

The U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute topographic map of Mountain View, California 
Quadrangle was used to identify geographic features in the vicinity of the Property. The 
Mountain View, California Quadrangle reviewed for this assessment was published in 
1991. According to the topographic map, the elevation of the Property is approximately 
40 feet above mean sea level and the ground surface in the vicinity of the Property 
slopes gently to the north-northeast. The nearest surface water body in the vicinity of 
the Property is Stevens Creek, located Vz mile west of the Property. San Francisco Bay 
is located approximately 3 miles northwest of the Property. 

) 
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5.0 REGULATORY AGENCY DATABASE SEARCH 

To help assess potential on- or off-site environmental concerns relevant to the Property, 
GeoTrans retained Environmental Data Resources (EDR) to perform a search of 
federal, state, and local regulatory agency databases. These environmental databases 
contain listings of facilities that use or store hazardous substances, as well sites that are 
known or suspected to have contaminated soil or groundwater due to releases of a 
hazardous materials. The database search also lists landfills, other disposal sites, and 
properties with registered underground storage tanks. Regulatory agency databases, 
which report hazardous substance use or storage, were searched for sites within a half-
mile radius of the Property. Databases that report hazardous substance release sites 
were searched out to a one-mile radius. The database search report is included in 
Appendix E. 

In follow-up to the database report, GeoTrans contacted the EPA project manager for 
the nearby MEW superfund site to discuss current site conditions and obtain the most 
recent MEW regional groundwater monitoring results. Site investigation reports and 
closure letters were also obtained from the SCVWD website. Copies of closure letters 

) and groundwater monitoring reports are provided in Appendix F. 

5.1 Agency Database Results 

The Property was not listed in any of the databases, and no sites located adjacent to 
the Property were listed in any of the databases. 

GeoTrans screened the database listing for off-site facilities that have the most potential 
to impact the Property. The screening criteria used were the nature and extent of the 
listed hazardous substance release, regulatory status of the site, distance from the 
Property, and reported local groundwater flow direction (north-northeast). .Based on the 
results of the database search, review of available SCVWD agency files was performed 
by down loading the files from the SCVWD web site. Also, the most recent available 
regional groundwater monitoring reports from the MEW superfund site were obtained in 
electronic format from the EPA MEW project manager, Ms. Elana Lee. Copies of select 
release site documents obtained from the SCVWD web site, and groundwater 
monitoring reports from the EPA, are provided in Appendix F. Two figures displaying 
groundwater sample data from November 2002 - August 2003, showing the estimated 
lateral extent of TCE in groundwater in both the A zone and B1 zone in the MEW area, 
are provided in Appendix G. These two figures include the area surrounding the 
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Property, identify nearby groundwater monitoring well locations, and encompass the 
entire MEW study area. 

A total of five "NPL" (U.S. EPA Superfund) sites are listed within one mile of the 
Property; in addition, three CERCLIS sites are listed with 1/a mile of the Property; 5 
"LUST" (Leaking UST) sites are listed within Vz mile of the Property, and 5 Cortese sites 
are listed within one mile of the Property. The Cortese list identifies public drinking 
water wells with contamination, hazardous substance sites, LUST sites, and disposal 
facilities with known impacts. One hazardous waste generator (small quantity) is 
located within 14 mile of the Property; the site has generated hazardous waste but is not 
an active release site. 

The five NPL (Superfund) sites are the Moffett Field Naval Air Station site (north and 
down-gradient of the Property across highway 101); three sites within the "MEW" 
Superfund site - National Semiconductor (313 Fairchild); Raytheon (350 Ellis); and Intel 
(365 Middlefield); and the Telcom Semiconductors site (former Teledyne site at 1300 
Terra Bella Avenue). The three MEW sites are located east and southeast of the 
Property, and the Telcom site is located >1/2 mile west of the Property. 

) 
The Moffett Field site is highlighted on Figure 1 north of the Property, and various 
release sites southeast of the Property within the MEW study area are highlighted on 
Figure 1. 

The three NPL sites within the MEW study area are all significant release sites with 
known releases of VOCs, including TCE, to groundwater. Regional groundwater 
monitoring and cleanup activities are on-going within and adjacent to the MEW study 
area. The lateral and vertical extent of groundwater impact within and near the MEW 
study area is well documented. Figures showing the lateral extent of groundwater 
impact from TCE and other VOCs are generated periodically as a result of the on-going 
regional groundwater monitoring activities. 

The closest release sites to the Property are listed and briefly summarized in the table 
below. In summary, groundwater conditions in the vicinity of the Property have been 
impacted by TCE from the MEW site. Based on review of the most recent groundwater 
monitoring reports and figures, the Property is located at the western extent of the TCE 
plumes emanating from the MEW area. The most recent figure displaying TCE sample 
results from the A aquifer (Nov '02 - August *03) shows TCE detected at 38 parts per 
billion (ppb) at a well located at 277 Fairchild Drive, approximately 450 feet east of the 

) Property. TCE concentrations in the B1 aquifer, located beneath the A aquifer, were 
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2,400 ppb at or near the 277 Fairchild Drive location, and 24 ppb farther west along 
Fairchild Drive, near 133 Fairchild Drive. Releases from the other listed release sites 
are not expected to have impacted groundwater conditions beneath the Property, based 
on review of groundwater monitoring reports, discussions with the EPA MEW project 
manager, review of release files from other release sites, and the well documented 
north-northeast groundwater flow direction in the vicinity of the Property. 

FACILITY ADDRESS, PROXIMITY 
TO PROPERTY 

' • 

j 
DATABASE 

. t 
TYPE OF RELEASE/COMMENTS 

' . ' - f t  

Moffett Naval Air 
Station 

Moffett Field 
1/8 mile north 

(down-gradient) 

NPL 
(and 4 other 

lists) 

This is a well-studied site that has 
documented soil and groundwater 
contamination from a variety of -
sources. Cleanup is on going and 
groundwater flow is to the north. 
Based on groundwater flow direction, 
distance from the Property, 
discussions with the EPA project 
manager for the MEW site, and 
available regional groundwater 
monitoring data, this site is not 
expected to impact the Property. 

MEW Superfund 
Site 

Nat'l Semiconductor -
313 Fairchild (1/8 mile 
east - southeast) 

Raytheon - 350 Ellis 
(1/2 mile southeast) 

Intel - 365 Middlefield 
(3/4 mile south-

southeast) 

NPL and 
several 
others 

The MEW Superfund site is an area 
bounded by Middlefield, Ellis and 
Whisman that contains several 
different hazardous materials release 
sites. Co-mingling groundwater 
plumes of VOCs, mainly TCE, are 
present in the MEW area. This is a 
well-studied site that continues to 
undergo groundwater cleanup and 
regional groundwater monitoring. 
VOC plumes containing TCE from the 
MEW site have been shown to impact 
groundwater conditions along portions 
of Fairchild Drive in the vicinity of the 
Property (see Appendix G). The 
MEW Superfund site has the potential 
to impact groundwater conditions 
beneath the Property. 

Telcom 
Semiconductors, 

Inc. (former 
Teledyne site) 

1300 Terra Bella Avenue 
% mile west 

(cross-gradient) 

NPL (and 5 
other lists) 

This is a well-studied site that has 
VOC impact to groundwater. The 
VOC plume primarily consists of TCE, 
with various breakdown products. 
Groundwater treatment has been on-
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FACILITY 
ADDRESS/PROXIMITY 

TO PROPERTY 
DATABASE TYPE OF RELEASE/COMMENTS 

going since the mid-1980's. Based on 
distance from the Property and north-
northeast groundwater flow direction, 
this site is not expected to impact 
groundwater conditions beneath the 
Property. 

Anthony 
Lawrence 
Property 

111 Fairchild Drive 
(1/8 mile west, cross-

gradient) 
LUST 

Cortes e 

This site is the former gasoline station 
located at the corner of Fairchild Drive 
and Tyrelia Avenue. Three USTs 
were removed in 1990. Soil and 
groundwater impact by gasoline was 
detected. Soil was overexcavated 
and disposed. One well was installed 
and monitored. Soil and groundwater 
impact was localized, and this site 
received closure in June, 1996. 
Based on the limited release, closed 
status, lack of significant groundwater 
impact, and distance from the 
Property, this site is not expected to 
impact the Property. 

Unocal #6395 
830 Leong Drive 

3/8 mile west (cross-
gradient) 

LUST 
Cortese 

This site experienced a petroleum 

hydrocarbon release from USTs. Two 
gasoline and one waste oil tank were 
removed in 1990. Five groundwater 
monitoring wells were installed. 
Impacted soil was excavated and 
disposed, and groundwater monitoring 
was performed. The extent of 
groundwater impact was localized. 
This site received closure in August 
1991. 

Chevron #9-
3960 

645 Ellis 
Yz mile east (cross-

gradient) 

LUST 
Cortese 

Three gasoline USTs and one waste 
oil UST were removed in 1988. A 
gasoline release to soil and 
groundwater was documented. Eight 
groundwater monitoring wells were 
installed. 700 cubic yards of soil were 
excavated. Low concentrations of 
VOCs were detected in groundwater; 
attributed to the MEW plume. 
Following soil remediation and 
groundwater monitoring, the residual 
petroleum hydrocarbon 
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FACILITY ADDRESS/PROXIMITY 
TO PROPERTY 

DATABASE TYPE OF RELEASE/COMMENTS 

concentrations were low, and the site J 
received closure in December 1998. 

TYPE OF RELEASE/COMMENTS 

concentrations were low, and the site J 
received closure in December 1998. 

t 

Yee Property 
636 Ellis 

Vz mile east (cross-
' gradient) 

LUST 
Cortese 

Three USTs were removed from the 
Property in 1987. Diesel-range 
petroleum hydrocarbons were present 
in soil and shallow groundwater. 250 
yards of impacted soil was excavated 
and disposed. Groundwater was 
pumped from the open excavation. 
Three wells were installed and 
monitored. Low concentrations of 
VOCs were detected in groundwater; 
attributed to the MEW plume. This 
site received closure in October 
1998. 

Based on the available information obtained, TCE and other VOCs from the MEW 
Superfund site have the potential to impact groundwater conditions beneath the 
Property. None of the other sites discussed above appear to have a significant potential 
to impact soil or groundwater conditions beneath the Property. 

5.2 MEW Groundwater Monitoring Reports 

GeoTrans contacted Ms. Alana Lee, the EPA project manager for the MEW site, to 
discuss the status of the VOC plumes near Fairchild Drive, and to obtain the latest 
sample results. Ms. Lee provided GeoTrans with several groundwater monitoring 
reports, including the following: 

• Annual Progress Report for Middlefield-Ellis- Whisman Study Area, Regional 
Groundwater Remediation Program dated February 13, 2004 prepared by Weiss 
Associates. 

• Annual Progress Report for Former Fairchild Buildings 1-4, 515/545 Whisman 
Road and 313 Fairchild Drive, Middlefield-Ellis-Whisman Regional Study Area 
dated February 13, 2004 prepared by Weiss Associates. 

• Technical Evaluation, August 2003 Groundwater Sampling Event, MEW RGRP, 
Mountain View, California dated December 5, 2003 prepared by Weiss 
Associates. 
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9 MEW Treatment System Start-Up (letter) dated July 25, 2003 prepared by 
Schlumberger. 

° 2003 Semiannual Report, Raytheon Former Facilities, 350 Ellis Street, Mountain 
View, CA dated August 14, 2003 prepared by Locus Technologies. 

® 2002 Annual Technical Report, Former Intel Mountain View Facility, 365 East 
Middlefield Road dated February 14, 2003 prepared by Weiss Associates. 

• Semi-Annual Progress Report - 1 January through 30 June 2003, NEC 
Electronics America, Inc., 501 Ellis Street, Mountain View, California dated 
August 13, 2003 prepared by Geosyntec Consultants. 

Copies of portions of these reports are provided in Appendix F. The most recent 
groundwater plume maps for TCE in the A and B1 aquifer are presented in Appendix G. 

In summary, the following relevant information was obtained from discussions with Ms. 
Lee and review of the reports: 

• Regional groundwater monitoring and treatment is on-going. Groundwater 
monitoring wells for the A and B1 zones are present along Fairchild Drive, in the 
vicinity of the Property. 

• Groundwater sample results from directly south of the Property, within the 
residential neighborhood, are non-detect for TCE in the A zone. 

• The western edge of the MEW TCE plume for the shallow A zone aquifer is 
shown to be located just east of the Property along Fairchild Drive in the figure 
presented in Appendix G. Well 79A is located on Fairchild Drive east of the 
Property, and most recently contained 35 ug/L TCE in November 2003 (this well 
contained 38 ug/L TCE in December 2002; the figure in Appendix G uses the 
December 2002 data). However, there is no well located farther west along 
Fairchild Drive to accurately define the western extent of the plume in this area. 

• TCE concentrations in the B1 aquifer in the vicinity of the Property are much 
higher than the A zone concentrations. A monitoring well located along Fairchild 
Drive east of the Property (well 12B1) contained 2,400 ug/L TCE in the Nov '02 -
August '03 sample episode, and 2,600 ug/L in November 2003. The TCE 
contour map presented in Appendix G shows that the western extent of the TCE 
plume in the B1 aquifer extends to the west past Tyrella Avenue. An extraction 
well removing water from the B1 zone (well Reg-3B1) is located adjacent to well 
12B1, and likely is acting to prevent continued western migration of impacted 
groundwater in the B1 zone in this area. 
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• According to Ms. Lee, the presence of elevated concentrations of TCE in the B1 
aquifer is not an exposure concern for residents of properties overlying the B1 
plume because there is no complete exposure pathway. TCE concentrations in 
the shallow A zone and soil are used for assessing potential health impact to 
residents; for example the potential for TCE volatilization into indoor air. 

) 

I 
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6.0 SCREENING LEVEL PHASE II ASSESSMENT 

GeoTrans conducted screening level Phase II assessment activities at the Property on 
March 2, 2004 to assess baseline soil and groundwater conditions. Grab-groundwater 
samples were also collected to assess whether the up-gradient VOC plume associated 
with the large MEW study area has impacted groundwater conditions beneath the 
Property. Soil boring locations are shown on Figure 3. 

Four soil borings (SB-1 through SB-4) and one four-point-composite surface soil sample 
(GS-1) were completed on the Property. Borings SB-1 through SB-4 were advanced to 
between 10 and 15 feet in depth using a direct push Geoprobe rig. The boring locations 
were selected to assess soil conditions and up-gradient and down-gradient groundwater 
conditions. The rationale for boring placements was as follows: 

• SB-1: Northwest portion of the Property, to assess soil and groundwater 
conditions in the down-gradient portion of the Property, down-gradient of one of 
the reported septic tank locations and several of the garages. 

• SB-2: Northeast portion of the Property, to assess soil and groundwater 
) conditions in the down-gradient portion of the Property, down-gradient of the 

second reported septic tank location and several of the garages. 
® SB-3: Southwest corner of the Property, to assess soil and groundwater 

conditions in the up-gradient portion of the Property. 
• SB-4: Southeast corner of the Property, to assess soil and groundwater 

conditions in the up-gradient portion of the Property, closest to the MEW study 
area. 

• GS-1: Four-point composite surface soil sample collected from the open field in 
the southern portion of the Property to asses for the potential presence of 
pesticide residues. 

Date of Work: March 2, 2004. 

Drilling Method: The soil borings (SB-1 through SB-4) were completed using a 
Geoprobe (direct push) rig. The four-point composite sample was completed to a depth 
of 0.5 feet below ground-surface with a hand trowel. The GeoProbe borings were 
sealed with neat cement to grade, and borings SB-1 and SB-2 were topped with cold-
patch asphalt. The hand-dug borings were backfilled with native soil. 
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Soil Sampling Method: GeoProbe soil samples were collected using a 24-inch piston 
core sampler fitted with new acetate sample sleeves. Soil samples were collected at 5 
and 10 feet in depth from each boring. The four-point composite samples were 
collected by digging to 0.5 feet with a hand trowel, and collecting the sample with the 
trowel. The soil samples were screened for volatile organic compounds in the field 
using a portable organic vapor monitor (OVM) instrument. No elevated readings were 
detected. 

Lithology. The lithology across the Property (SB-1 through SB-4) generally consists of 
low to moderate plasticity, fine-grained materials (silty clays and sands) from ground 
surface to approximately 10 feet in depth. Soil conditions were slightly moist to moist. 
Lenses of loose gravelly sand were present in several borings from approximately 5 feet 
to 10 feet below ground surface (maximum depth explored). 

Depth to Groundwater. First groundwater was encountered between 10 and 15 feet 
bgs, stabilizing between 2.5 and 10 feet below grade. 

Groundwater Sampling Method: Groundwater samples were collected using 
) polyethylene tubing with a check valve (positive displacement method) placed through 

new temporary PVC well screen and casing placed in each bore hole. 

Groundwater Flow Direction: Expected to be north-northeast. 

Soil Cuttings/Decon Water: No significant soil cuttings were produced. Decon water 
was used to prepare the neat cement grout used to abandon the soil borings. No 
obvious signs of chemical impact were noted in the soil samples or decon water. 

Laboratory Analyses: 

• The 5-foot soil samples from borings SB-1 through SB-4 were analyzed for: VOCs 
including benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene and xylenes (BTEX) compounds and 
MTBE using EPA Method 8260; TPH-g using GC/FID; and TPH-d/o using EPA 
Method 8015M, as shown in Table 1. The four-point composite soil sample was 
analyzed for organochlorine pesticides using EPA method 8081A. The remaining 
soil samples were archived. 

• The groundwater samples from SB-1 through SB-4 were analyzed for VOCs, 
including BTEX and MTBE using EPA Method 8260 low level, and for TPH using 
EPA Method 8015M, as shown in Table 2. 

P:\PROJECTS\Classlc\4960.019.01 \PHIJLEA_Rpt.doc 0 0 

GeoJrans.mc. 



Phase I and Screening Level Phase II Environmental Assessment 
2.26-Acre Lucky U Motel Property, Mountain View, California April 13, 2004 

Laboratory analytical results are presented in Tables 1 and 2. Copies of laboratory 
analytical data sheets and chain-of-custody forms are presented in Appendix H. 

Field Investigation Summary Table 

Boring 
ID 

Total 
Depth 
(feet) 

Soil Sample 
Depth (feet, 

bgs) 

OVM 
Screening 

(ppm) 

Soil Sample 
Analyzed 

Static Depth to 
Groundwater 

(feet, bgs) 

Groundwater 
Sample 

Analyzed 

SB-1 11 
5 
10 o

 o
 

o
 o

 

YES 
Archived . 6.9 YES 

SB-2 11 
5 

10 

o
 o

 
o
 b

 

YES 
Archived 2.5 YES 

SB-3 11 
5 
10 o

 o
 

b
 o

 
YES 

Archived 9.2 YES 

SB-4 15 
5 

10 

o
 o

 
o
 o

 

YES 
Archived 10 YES 

GS-1 0.5 0.5 YES ... 

Findings: 

As shown in Table 1, no soil impact was found at the Property based on the samples 
analyzed. No compounds were detected in any of the sample analyzed, and no field 
indication of soil impact was noted, 

As shown in Table 2, trichloroethene (TCE) was detected in two of the four grab-
groundwater samples. No other compounds were detected in any of the groundwater 
samples. TCE was detected at SB-3 (7.8 ug/L) and at SB-4 (13 ug/L). Each of these 
borings were completed in up-gradient locations on the Property, closest to the MEW 
VOC plume. The detected concentrations of TCE slightly exceed the 5 ug/L drinking 
water standard (California Maximum Contaminant Level [MCL value]). 

The VOC detections appear to be related to the documented solvent releases from the 
up-gradient MEW Superfund site, and do not indicate a release from the Property. The 
VOCs detected in groundwater beneath the site are consistent with the VOCs detected 
in the up-gradient plume (TCE). 
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7.0 SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

7.1 Summary 

GeoTrans found no evidence of past or present storage, use or a release of hazardous 
materials on-site. The battery observed on the ground in the northwest portion of the 
Property did not show signs of leakage. 

A water well was reportedly located within the open field south of the Motel. According 
to the Property owner, City of Mountain View officials arranged for the well to be 
abandoned about 15-20 years ago. No indication of the well's presence could be 
found during the site visit, but the tall grass made observations of the ground surface 
difficult. 

According to the. Property owner, two septic tanks are located on-site, as shown on 
Figure 3. No evidence of a release of hazardous materials to soil or groundwater was 
detected near either of the tanks (borings SB-1 and SB-2). No records of the tanks 
were found in building department files, but the files did not date back to the 

) construction date of the building. 

The motel was constructed in the mid- to late-1940s, and appears to have been the only 
structure constructed on the Property. Prior to construction of the motel, the Property 
may have been an agricultural field, and may have been used to raise wheat, berries 
and/or tomatoes. Pesticide residues were not detected in the one 4-point composite 
soil sample collected within the open field in the southern portion of the Property. 

The Property is located near the northwestern (down-gradient) edge of the MEW 
Superfund study area. The MEW area is underlain by VOC groundwater plumes 
containing TCE and other VOCs. TCE-impacted groundwater occurs in the shallow (15-
20 feet bgs) A aquifer zone, and the deeper B1 aquifer zone (35 - 40 feet bgs). Review 
of the most recent available groundwater sample reports and figures show that the 
western extent of the TCE plume occurs along Fairfield Drive in the vicinity of the 
Property. The data also indicate that higher concentrations of TCE occur in the B1 zone 
beneath Fairchild Drive, including beneath the Property. Discussions were held with 
Elana Lee, MEW project manager for the EPA, regarding the significance of the 
presence of VOCs in the B1 zone. According to Ms. Lee, there is no direct exposure 
pathway from the B1 zone to on-site residents, and VOC concentrations in the shallow 
A zone are evaluated with respect to the potential for exposure to on-site residents. 
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VOC concentrations in the A zone, and in soil, are used to assess the potential for 
volatilization into indoor air. 

GeoTrans performed a screening level Phase II assessment on March 2, 2004 to 
assess soil and groundwater conditions across the Property. The sampling was 
performed to document groundwater conditions in recognition of the proximity of the 
Property to the MEW study area, to assess soil and groundwater conditions near the 
two reported septic tanks on-site, and to screen for the possibility of pesticide residues 
in shallow soil. No VOCs or petroleum hydrocarbon compounds were detected in any 
of the soil samples, and no pesticide compounds were detected in the one composite 
soil sample collected and analyzed. TCE was detected in two of the four grab-
groundwater samples collected from across the site - at 7.8 ug/L (ppb) at SB-3, and at 
13 ug/L at SB-4. These two boring locations are along the up-gradient boundary of the 
Property, closest to the MEW area. No other VOCs and no petroleum hydrocarbon 
compounds were detected in the two samples. No VOCs or petroleum compounds 
were detected in the two down-gradient borings, SB-land SB-2, completed adjacent to 
the down-gradient side of each of the two reported septic tank locations. 

The concentrations of TCE detected in the two grab-groundwater samples slightly 
exceed the U.S. EPA and State of California drinking Wafer standard for TCE of 5 ug/L. 

The detected concentrations of TCE in groundwater are well below the published 
RWQCB Interim Final Environmental Screening Level (ESL) values of 530 ppb 
(residential) and 1,800 ppb (commercial) for TCE in shallow groundwater (with high 
permeability soils) not used for drinking (RWQCB, Screening for Environmental 
Concerns at Sites with Contaminated Soil and Groundwater, Interim Final ESLs, July 
2003). This action level represents a TCE concentration that, if met or exceeded, would 
be considered to have some potential for vapor intrusion into buildings, and would 
trigger additional investigation work such as soil vapor surveys or perhaps indoor air 
sampling to better address site conditions. 

7.2 Conclusions and Recommendations 

Based on the information reviewed and generated during the course of this Phase l/ll 
EA, GeoTrans found evidence of the presence of Recognized Environmental Conditions 
at the Property - low concentrations of TCE in shallow groundwater beneath the 
southern (up-gradient) portion of the Property, and the likely presence of higher 
concentrations of TCE in the underlying deeper B1 aquifer occurring at about 35 to 40 
feet in depth. The detected TCE concentrations in the A'zone (7.8 and 13 ppb) do not 
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approach the RWQCB's screening level value of 530 ug/L for indoor air volatilization 
concerns under a residential land use scenario. 

GeoTrans found no evidence of an on-site release of hazardous materials at the 
Property, and no evidence of past or current use or storage of hazardous materials on 
the Property. 

The VOC detections strongly appear to be the result of migration of TCE-impacted 
groundwater from the MEW Superfund site. 

Based on the work performed, and the conclusions presented above, no further site 
assessment activities are recommended for the Property at this time. 

It is recommended that this report be provided to a representative of the appropriate 
regulatory agency, the RWQCB or U. S. EPA, to solicit a "Comfort Letter" to Classic 
Communities. The Comfort Letter is intended to: 

• Confirm the agency's stance in acknowledging that the presence of TCE 
in groundwater detected in the A zone in the southern portion of the 
Property is part of the MEW plume, and is does not represent an on-site 
release; 

• Confirm the agency's stance that the expected higher concentrations of 
TCE in the underlying B1 aquifer does not represent a current or future 
risk to occupants of the Property; and 

• Confirm the agency's stance that they will not pursue the landowner or 
purchaser for any investigation or cleanup actions or costs associated with 
the presence of TCE and/or other VOCs in groundwater beneath the 
Property. 
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8.0 LIMITATIONS 

The Property investigations performed as part of this assessment should not be 
construed to be complete characterizations of overall environmental regulatory 
compliance, or of conditions above or below grade. GeoTrans has assumed that the 
information sources utilized for this investigation provided complete and accurate 
information; however, regulatory files are often difficult to access and incomplete, 
particularly in regard to historical data. Any reliance by Classic Communities shall be 
consistent and in keeping with the limitations expressed in the GeoTrans proposals, the 
ASTM Standard E1527-00, and subject to project work scope limitations. 

The work performed is consistent with the standards of care and skill ordinarily 
exercised by members of the profession currently practicing in the same locality under 
similar conditions. No other representation, expressed or implied, and no warranty or 
guarantee is included or intended in this report. 
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Analytical Results Summary - Soil 
Lucky U Motel 
Fairchild Road 

Mountain View, California 

March 2, 2004 

GC FID 
(mg/kg) 

Sample ID Gasoline 

EPA 8015M 
w/SGT (mg/Kg) 

Diesel Motor Oil 

EPA 8260 (pg/Kg) 
EPA 8021A 

(ng/Kg) 
Organochlorine 

Pesticides 

PRG 
B - 600 

T - 520,000 

E - 8,900 

X - 270,000 

17,000** Compound Specific Compound Specific 

Notes: 

SGT 
mg/Kg 
Mg/Kg 
BTEX 
MTBE 

VOCs 
ND 
na 

PRG 

4-point compbsite sample from 0.5 feet in depth, for pesticide analysis. 

Silica Gel Treatment (to remove naturally occuring lipids and fats that may cause false positive results) 
milligrams per kilograms or parts per million (ppm). 
micrograms per kilograms or parts per billion (ppb). 
benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene and xylenes, 
methyl tert-butyl ether, 
volatile organic compounds. 

Not analyzed 3t ^ ^ 'ab°rat0ry rep0rting limil See Moratory analytical data sheets for analyte specific reporting limits. 

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, Preliminary Remediation Goal, residential land use scenario 2002 
Not applicable. 

Cal-modified PRG. 
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TABLE 2 

Analytical Results - Groundwater 

Lucky U Motel 
Fairchild Road 

Mountain View, California 

GC FID 
(mg/L) 

Sample IP Gasoline 

SB-IA/V 

SB-2-W 

SB-4-W 

ND 

March 2, 2004 

EPA 8015M (mg/L) EPA 8260 (pg/L) 

Diesel Motor Oil BTEX MTBE VOCs 

ND 
n * -

ND 

ND 

ND 

ND ND 

ND 

ND 

ND 

ND 

ND ND ND 

ND 

ND 

TCE = 13 

MCL 0.005 (1) 100(2) 

B-1.0 
T-150 
E - 700 
X-1,750 

13 5 - T C E  

Notes:. 

mg/L 
pg/L 

BTEX 
MTBE 

VOCs 
ND 

TCE 
MCL 

(1) 

(2) 

milligrams per liter or parts per million (ppm). 

micrograms per liter or parts per billion (ppb). 
benzene, toluene, ethyl benze and xylenes, 

methyl lert-butyl ether 
4) 

volatile organic compounds. 
Not detected at or above the laboratory reporting limit. See laboratory analytical data sheets for analyte specific reporting limits. 
Trichloroethene 
Maximum Contaminant Level, A.Compilation of Water Quality Goals, Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region, 2000. 
Not applicable. 
Taste and odor threshold. 

Suggested No-Adverse-Response Level (SNARL) for toxicity, USEPA, 2000. 

tt 

) 
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